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Hawail was admitted as a Territory, the
United States promised that in the future
she would be admitted as a State. Cer-
tainly the United States has never made
such a promise.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Barrett Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine
Butler, Md. Johnson, Tex. Stennis
Clements Johnston, 8. C. Symington
Daniel Malone Upton
Dworshak Martin Watkins
Gore Payne

Hill Baltonstall

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I move that the Sergeant at Arms be
directed to request the attendance of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts. [Put-
ting the question.]

The “noes” appear to have it; the
“noes” have it, and the motion is re-
Jjected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As I under-
stand, under the previous order, a mo-
tion is now in order that the Senate
take a recess until Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
in accordance with the order previously
entered, I move that the Senate stand
in recess until 12 o’clock noon on Mon-
day next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts. As
many as favor the motion will say “aye.”
Opposed, “no.” The “ayes” appear to
have it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I withhold the motion and I yield to the
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Under
the Senate’s present status, in seeking a
quorum, can any motion be made, can a
speech be made, or can any action be
taken except to recess?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that because of the
absence of a quorum, no business is in
order except a motion to recess, or to
take steps to develop a quorum.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Out of
order, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consentf——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No de-
bate is in order.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I ask
unanimous consent to address the Senate
for 1 minute,

Mr.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate cannot transact business in the
absence of a quorum. The only business
in order is a motion to recess, or to take
steps to develop a quorum.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, I was on my feet preparing
to ask for a division at the time the
decision was made that the motion to
direct the Sergeant at Arms was re-
jected. I understood the Chair to say
that the “ayes” had it, and then the
Chair said the “noes” had it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
was on the motion to recess.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will put the motion again. The

question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SarTonsTALL] to take a recess until Mon-
day next, under the order previously
entered. As many as favor the motion
will say “aye.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts will state
it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is the Chair
now putting the question on the motion
to recess?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Or is the Chair
putting the question on the motion to
instruct the Sergeant at Arms to request
the attendance of absent Senators?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to recess.

As many as favor the motion will say
“aye.” Opposed “no.” The “noes” have
it, and the motion is rejected.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is a motion to
direct the Sergeant at Arms to request
the attendance of absent Senators in
order at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
motion was rejected.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What is the
parliamentary status at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
absence of a quorum, the only business
which may be transacted is a motion to
recess.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
in accordance with the order previously
entered, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until 12 o’clock noon on Monday
next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts. [Put-
ting the question.]

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o'clock and 34 minutes p. m.) the
Senate took a recess, the recess being,
under the order previously entered, un-
till Monday, March 22, 1954, at 12
o’clock meridian.
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MonpAY, MArRcH 22, 1954

(Legislative day of Monday, March 1,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, from whom all the holy desires,
all good counsels, and all just works do
proceed: At another week’s beginning,
with pressing duties crowding about us
we pause in the stillness to implore the
strength outside ourselves, without
which our labors are in vain. We come
conscious that we can do little to help
our sorely agitated day if its outer dis-
cord is matched by the inner confusion
of our own lives. “Breathe through the
heats of our desire Thy coolness and Thy
balm.” We would remember, as we bow
before Thee, that because we are Thy
children we deny and betray our own
heritage if we allow any fear to fetter
us, save the fear of being faithless to our
trust. May our lives be emptied of all
which shames us in the light of Thy
presence, so that, in this hour of the
Nation’s danger and desperate need,
through us Thy will may be done. As
we face the work of this and every day
keep us near the world’s great altar
stairs of prayer that slope through dark-
ness up to Thee. We ask it in the dear
Redeemer’s name. Amen.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
having recessed on Friday last under a
previous order, with a quorum not being
present, the Secretary will call the roll to
develop a quorum.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Gillette McCarran
Anderson Goldwater McCarthy
Barrett Gore MecClellan
Beall Green Millikin
Bennett Griswold Monroney
Burke Hayden Morse
Bush Hennings Mundt
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Murray
Butler, Nebr. Hill Neely

Byrd oey Payne
Capehart Humphrey Potter
Carlson Hunt rtell
Case Ives Robertson
Chavez Jenner Russell
Clements Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Cordon Johnston, 8. C. Smith, Maine
Danlel Eefauver Bmith, N. J.
Dirksen Kllgore Sparkman
Douglas Enowland Stennis
Duft Langer Symington
Dworshak Lehman

Ellender Long Upton
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins
Flanders Malone Welker
Frear Mansfield Wiley
Fulbright Martin Williams
George Maybank Young

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannouncethat
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes]l, and the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KucHEL] are
absent.
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The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Henprickson] is absent on official busi=-
ness.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
Lanp], the Senators from Florida [Mr.
Horranp and Mr. SMATHERS], the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. JacksoN], the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEnN-
NEDY], the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. LEnNnNoN], and the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTORE] are absent
on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. EnowLaND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 19, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
March 20, 1954, the President had ap-
proved and signed the act (S. 2714) to
increase the borrowing power of Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following en-
rolled bills, and they were signed by the
Vice President:

B8.179. An act for the relief of Insun Lee;

S.2108. An act for the relief of Lieselotte
Bommer; and

8.2151. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ala
Olejcak (nee Holubowa).

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there may
now be the customary morning hour for
the transaction of routine business, un-
der the usual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL
ELECTION

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of the 16th instant,

Mr. HENNINGS, as a member of the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
submitted on March 20, 1954, his minor=
ity views on the New Mexico senatorial
election, which were ordered to be print-
ed as part 2 of Report No. 1081.

REPORT OF UNITED STATES CIVIL
SERVICE COMMISSION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 261)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the

Senate the following message from the
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President of the United States, which
was read, and, with the accompanying
report, referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service:

To the Congress of the Uniied States:

I am transmitting herewith the 70th
Annual Report of the United States Civil
Service Commission. This report cov-
ers the fiscal year ended June 30, 1953.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

TrE WHITE HoUSE, March 22, 1954.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DE-
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE (S. Doc. No. 107)

A communication from the President of
the United States, tran.mitting proposed
supplemental appropriations, in the amount
of $1,343,000, for the Department of Jus-
tice, for the fiscal y2ar 1955, in the form of
amendments to the budget for sald fiscal year
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

REPORT ON AWARD OF CERTAIN CONTRACTS BY
Navy DEPARTMENT FOR RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Air, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the award of contracts for
research and development, in excess of $50,-
000, by the Department of the Navy, for the
period July 1 through December 31, 1953
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

REPORT ON BORROWING AUTHORITY

A letter from the Director, Office of De=
fense Mobilization, Executive Office of the
President, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on borrowing authority, for the quar-
ter ended December 31, 1953 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

REPORT ON INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL
EXCHANGE PROGRAM

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the
international educational exchange program,
for the period July-December 1953 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

AMENDMENT oF HeLrUmM Acr, Revarine To
REPEAL OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT PROFERTY
Laws

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, withdrawing a proposal to amend
the act of October 31, 1951, insofar as it re-
lates to wildlife refuges, and transmitting a
new draft of proposed legislation to amend
section 1 (d) of the Helium Aet (50 U. 8. C.
sec. 161 (d)) and to repeal section 3 (13)
of the act entitled “An act to amend or re-
peal certain Government property laws, and
for other purposes,” approved October 31,
1851 (65 Stat. 701) (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Government
Operations,

PROPOSED AWARDS OF CONCESSION PERMITS,
GREAT SMOKY MOUNTAINS NATIONAL PARK,
TENN.

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law,
two proposed awards of concession permits
to authorize the sale of firewood at camp-
grounds in Great Smoky Mountains Na-
tional Park, Tenn., for the period April 15
to October 81, 1954 (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Friendly Sons
of St. Patrick, Butte, Mont., favoring the
extension of an invitation to the President
of the Republic of Ireland to officlally visit
the United States; to the Committee on For-
elgn Relations.

Resolutions and petitions from organiza-
tions and schoolchildren of Puerto Rico,
condemning the action of certain persons in
attempting to assassinate Members of the
House of Representatives; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Board of Regents, University of Alaska,
praying for the enactment of legislation to
provide statehood for Alaska; ordered to lie
on the table.

Ey Mr. GOLDWATER:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Arizona; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

“House Joint Memorial 2

“Joint memorial relating to the establish-
ment of an Air Force Academy in Arizona

“To the President and the Congress of the
United States of America:

*Your memorialist respectfully represents:

“It has long been recognized that in the
interest of national defense there is a need
for an Air Force Academy comparable to the
United States Military and Naval Academies
to train career officers for the Air Force be-
cause of the tremendous growth of that serv-
ice. In 1948 the Secretary of Defense and
in 1949 the National Military Establishment’s
EBervice Academy Board recommended that
an Air Force Academy be established on the
same basis as the Military and Naval Acad-
emies for the training of future officers of
that branch of service,

“Between 1949 and 1953, proposals have
been introduced in the United States House
of Representatives to establish a United
States Air Force Academy at the estimated
cost of 171 milllon. In May of last year
United States Representative SHorT, chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
introduced a bill providing for establishment
of an Academy and that the Academy be
located at an existing facility until such time
as Congress appropriates sufficient funds to
build an Academy at a site chosen by a
Commission. The House Armed Services
Committee has now recommended that this
proposal do pass.

“Arizona has numerous exlsting facilities
at which an Air Academy could flourish
either on a temporary or permanent basis.
That Arizona is particularly suited as a site
for an Air Academy is shown by its posses-
sion of the following important attributes:

“l. A climate providing ideal all-year fly-
ing conditions, as evidenced by an average
wind velocity of about T miles per hour, an
annual average of possible sunshine of about
84 percent, an annual average of about
3,739 sunshine hours per year, and a low
yearly average relative humidity of about
38 percent;

“2. The low cost of acquisition and prep-
aration of land;

“3. Outstanding educational facllities, in-
cluding the University of Arizona at Tucson,
Arizona State College at Tempe, Arizona
State College at Flagstaff, junior colleges,
public and private high schools and prepara-
tory schools, and many public and private
schools;

“4, Adequate housing facilities, with all
modern utilities and ample public accom-
modations;

“5. Excellent cultural facilitles, includ-
ing churches, libraries, and museums;
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“g. Transportation facilities by rail, motor
carrier, and air, including numerous air-
ports, airlines, and Air Force installations;

“7. Outstanding recreational facilities of
all kinds, both indoor and outdoor; and,

g, Numerous thriving communities with
populations of from 10,000 to 250,000.

‘“Wherefore your memorialist, the Legisla-
ture of the State of Arizona, urgently re-
quests:

“1, That the President and the Congress
establish a temporary Air Academy at one
of the existing Arizona facilities; and,

“2. That the President and the Congress
give earnest consideration to the early con-
struction of a permanent Air Force Academy
at a suitable location in the State of Arizona.”

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a joint resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Arizona, identical
with the foregoing, which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

PERSECUTION OF THE CATHOLIC
CHURCH IN POLAND — RESOLU-
TION

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I present
for appropriate reference, and ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
Recorp, a resolution adopted by the
Catholic Polish Youth Federation of
Connecticut, assembled at Torrington,
Conn., relating to the persecution of the
Catholic Church in Poland.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

The Polish Catholic Youth Federation of
Connecticut in convention assembled at Tor-
rington, Conn., on February 10, 1954, voted
by acclamation to memorialize the President
of the United States, His Excellency Dwight
D. Eisenhower, and the Connecticut delega-
tion to the Congress of the United States,
the Honorable Prescott Bush, Senator; the
Honorable William A. Purtell, Senator; the
Honorable Thomas J. Dodd, Congressman;
the Honorable Horace Seely-Brown, Jr.,
Congressman; the Honorable Albert W. Cre-
tella, Congressman; the Homnorable Albert
P. Morano, Congressman; the Honorable
James T, Patterson, Congressman; and the
Honorable Antoni N. Sadlak, Congressman,
in regard to the persecution of the Catholic
Church in Poland.

Whereas this organization consists of
young Americans, resident in Connecticut
and descendant from a liberty-loving people,
the Poles, whose annals are replete with glo-
rious names of fighters and martyrs for free-
dom and whose sons, Casimir Pulaski and
Thaddeus Eosciusko, have made common the
history of Poland and the United States; and

Whereas this organization worships God
without fear of intimidation or interference
from the established government; and

Whereas this organization desires the same
right for the people of Poland; and

Whereas the insldious and satanic regime
which usurps the name the Polish Govern-
ment is deliberately and contemptuously
suppressing the Catholic Church, to which
an overwhelming majority of the Poles ad-
here, by imprisoning the primate of Poland,
His Eminence Stefan Cardinal Wysinski, by
arresting and jailing other church leaders,
by interfering with the internal management
of the church, by liquidating the Polish
Catholic press, by foisting unauthorized pup-
pets as legitimate leaders of the church:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the President of the United
States, His Excellency Dwight D. Eisenhower,
continue to voice his objection to the cruel
treatment inflicted on the Catholic people
of Poland by unwanted rulers; that he in-
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struct the State Department to lodge a pro-
test with the Polish representatives to the
United States over the actions of the present
Polish Government; that he instruct the
chief delegate of the United States to the
United Nations, the Honorable Henry Cabot
Lodge, to solicit the support of the free na-
tions of the world in protesting against the
highhanded actions of the present Polish
Government.

Resolved further, That the Connecticut
delegation to the Congress of the United
Btates present to that honorable body its
protests in line with this memorial.

Resolved further, That a copy of this reso-
lution be sent to the President of the United
States; to the Governor of the State of Con-
necticut, the Honorable John Lodge; to the
Senators and Congressmen from the State
of Connecticut; and that copies of this reso-
Iution be sent to all the various newspapers
in the State of Connecticut.

CartHoLIc PoLlse YOUTH
FEDERATION OF CONNECTICUT,
SopHIE M. SzTABA, Secretary.

DAIRY SUPPORT PRICES—RESOLU-
TION OF GLENCOE, MINN. BUT-
TER AND PRODUCE ASSOCIATION

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I present
for appropriate reference, and ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
REecorp, a resolution adopted by the
members of the Glencoe, Minn., Butter
and Produce Association, relating to
price supports for dairy products.

There being no objection, the ~esolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

As over 50 percent of the income In Mc-
Leod County comes from the dalry industry
a drop of 156 to 756 percent of parity on
dairy products will cause a tremendous hard-
ship to dairy farmers and to this community.
We, the members of the Glencoe Butter and
Produce Association, urge the passage of the
bill sponsored by Senators TuyeE and Hum-
PHREY and others, urging dairy supports be
changed gradually with not more than a 6
percent drop a year.

We further recommend that a change be
made in the method of supporting dairy
prices. We feel the consumer should be en-
titled to receive the best quality dalry prod-
ucts directly from the dairy plant and not
have the Government store only the top
quality product, as with butter where only
92 score and better butter is stored. We
further believe that the dairy producer of a
top quality product is entitled to 90 percent
of parity as well as the producers of other
basic commodities. We resolve that a direct
type of payments be worked out to pay pro-
ducing plants an incentive payment for the
production of a quality product with this
pro-rated to the farmer producer. For exam-
ple, butter should be supported a: 80 pecent
of parity on 92 score butter. Ninety-three
score, 1 cent above; 90 and 91 score, 2 to 3
cents below 90 percent of parity, with no
support on a product scoring below B80.

We, as the members of the Glencoe Butter
and Produce Association, feel that livestock
and human health is of great importance not
only to livestock producers but to the whole
Nation. We resolve that the budget for the
indemnity program for Bangs and TB be
reinstated in the budget of the United States
Department of Agriculture.

RESOLUTIONS OF FARMERS UNION
JOBBING ASSOCIATION, KANSAS
CITY, EANS.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the

Farmers Union Jobbing Association of

EKansas City is a farmer-owned, farmer=
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controlled grain marketing cooperative
with some 250 members that represent
many thousands of farmers in the State
of Kansas.

The Farmers Union Jobbing Associa-
tion, under the direction of the board
of directors and the leadership of Roy
D. Crawford, secretary-manager, has
just concluded a most successful year.

As they handle the grain for thousands
of farmers of Kansas, I present a copy
of the resolutions adopted at their an-
nual meeting and request that they be
printed in the REcorp and referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows.

INTRODUCTION

We, the stockholders and delegates of the
Farmers Union Jobbing Association are
meeting in our annual convention.

This is the time to take pride in our rec-
ord of accomplishment. Now is the time
to take stock of progress made, frankly face
mistakes, and then to concentrate our efforts
on the problems and challenges of the fu-
ture,

Your resolution committee has, therefore,
after open hearings and careful study of
many suggestions, drafted the following reso-
lutions for your approval:

“RESOLUTION 1
*“Cooperatives

“Strong cooperatives in State and Nation
are more essential than ever before at this
time of agricultural crisis.

“We therefore urge the continued support
as far as finances permit to the educational
funds of the State Farmers Union and Coop=-
erative Council.

“We will continue to make common cause
with other cooperatively minded farmers in
every part of the Nation in carrying forward
the development of cooperative marketing
and supply associations, because these in-
stitutions are making major contributions to
the success of our farming enterprises. We
urge renewed vigor on the part of stockhold«
ers and those assoclated with other organi-
zatlons of like character, to increase the
membership and participation of farmers
in these mutual business enterprises.

"RESOLUTION 2
“The Farmers Union Jobbing Association

“We are proud of the achievement during
the past year of the Farmers Unlon Jobbing
Association. We appreciate the leadership
and loyal service of Roy D. Crawford, secre-
tary-manager, the board of directors, and
the eflicient stafl of associates and employ-
ees,
“We commend the management and board
of directors on their decision to expand our
Falrfax terminal.

“RESOLUTION 3
“An aggressive program of research

“We support as fundamental to the con-
tinued increase in the efficiency of agricul-
ture, an expanded program of research by
the Federal Government and State colleges
created to serve agriculture. Most pressing
at the present time is the need for develop-
ing rust resistant and otherwise improved
varieties of grain to meet the challenge of
rust, mosaic, and other grain diseases. We
suggest that the Farmers Union Jobbing As-
sociation take active leadership in the pro-
motion of this research.

“RESOLUTION 4
“The public power program

“We urge that public power development
be continued to bring the blessings of low-
cost electricity for agriculture, industry, and
home use,
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“We believe the transfer of power sites de-
veloped by Federal funds to private groups
for private exploitation would be a step back-
ward In national policy.

“We urge Congress to restate in no uncer=
tain terms a preference in electricity so de-
veloped, by municipal plants, rural electric
cooperatives and other institutions whose
primary purpose is to serve the public needs
on a cost basis.

“The REA program of electrical develop-
ment, as well as rural telephones should be
rushed to completion because large num-
bers of rural people are still without these
facilities.

“RESOLUTION 5

“Reorganization of the Depariment of

Agriculture

“Note has been taken of the recent reor-
ganization of the United States Department
of Agriculture.

“It has been stated these changes are not
intended in any way to curtail the services
now provided or to hinder the effectiveness
of the institutions involved.

“Because very fundamental changes have
been made, affecting many institutions in-
cluding the Soil Conservation Service and
Credit Administration, we urge that Con-
gress take account of these statements made
in support of the reorganizations.

“Any action taken that would retard an
adequate program of guidance and economic
assistance in the field of soll conservation
or curtallment of credit resources available
to farmers and institutions created for them
would be moving in an undesirable direction.

“RESOLUTION 6
“Keeping grain clean

“As producers of wheat and other grains,
we take pride in the quality of our products.
We urge that farmers and elevator operators
intensify their efforts to reduce to a mini-
mum the waste of grain through contamina-
tion by birds, rodents, and insects.

“By keeping our grain clean we can keep
the Pure Food and Drug Department from
again taking over.

“RESOLUTION 7T
“Interest rates

“Interest rates have increased substan-
tlally on loans to farmers and their cooper-
atives. Increased rates on CCC loans do not
help the consumers or the Government, but
benefit only the moneylender. We oppose
increasing interest rates at this time of fall-
ing prices on farm products.

“RESOLUTION 8
“National farm policy

“I. We urge that Congress extend the pres-
ent price-support program for at least 2
years, and that meanwhile its committees be
directed to develop a program of permanent
farm legislation, which will give permanent
character to the objective of realizing full
parity for farm products.

“II. Whereas for 25 years it has been shown
that for each dollar of gross farm produc-
tion is created 87 worth of national income,
and taking into account that the history
of all depressions shows they start first with
a drop in prices of raw materials and that
70 percent of all consunrer goods consists of
farm products. The rapid consumption of
these products is the gearwheel that deter-
mines both employment and income for the
United States. In face of these facts we feel
that Congress should show the same concern
for the take-home pay of farmers as is taken
for other groups in our economy, as ex-
pressed by such legislation as mrinimum
wages, maximum hours of work, price fixing
under fair trade laws, guaranteed rates of re-
turn on investment for utilities engaged in
public service, the cost-plus contracts for
manufacturing of munitions armaments and
other military requirements, and the 2715~
percent depletion allowance allowed the oil
industry.
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“III. We are opposed to the new parity for-
mula which was incorporated in the 1948-49
farm act.”

RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE,
J. O. Apams, Chairman.
GEO. FREDRICKSON,
HENRY FREEMAN,
WILFORD JAMISON,

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, March 22, 1954, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

8.179. An act for the relief of Insun Lee;

S5.2108. An act for the rellef of Lieselotte
Sommer; and

S.2151. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ala
Olejcak (nee Holubowa).

EILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unan-
imous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. ROBERSTON:

5. 3158. A bill to eliminate cumulative vot-
ing of shares of stock in the election of
directors of national banking associations;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

B8.3159. A bill for the relief of Nickolay
Alexeivich Semenov; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

5.3160. A bill for the rellef of Irene Jull-
enne Givens; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr, FERGUSON:

5.3161. A bill to amend the Bankruptcy
Act to make tax liens of States and their sub-
divisions valld against trustees in bank-
ruptcy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland:

S.8162. A bill to amend the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, in order to provide an im-
proved construction-differential subsidy pro-
gram for shipbuilding under the provisions
of such act; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. BuTrLEer of Mary-
land when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. FERGUSON:

8. J. Res. 142. Joint resolution designating
August 26 of each year as “American Women's
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT MA-
RINE ACT, RELATING TO CON-
STRUCTION-DIFFERENTIAL SUB-
SIDY PROGRAM

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres-
ident, I introduce for appropriate refer-
ence a bill to amend the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, in order to provide an im-
proved construction-differential subsidy
program for shipbuilding under the pro-
visions of such act. I ask unanimous
consent that a statement by me relating
to the bill be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3162) to amend the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1936, in order to pro-
vide an improved construction-differen-
tial subsidy program for shipbuilding
under the provisions of such act, intro-
duced by Mr. BuTLEr of Maryland, was
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received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr. Bur-
LEr of Maryland is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER OF MARYLAND

I have introduced today a bill to the prepa-
ration of which long and expert considera=-
tion has been devoted by the various ele-
ments of management and labor in the
maritime field. It seeks urgently needed
relief from one of the several paramount ills
now afflicting the American shipping and
shipbullding industries.

The nature of those ills has been diagnosed
and possible remedles suggested, in previous
statements made by me recently in this
Chamber. One is the dearth of cargoes to
be carried in American bottoms, and, as I
told the Senate several days ago, I will have
for introduction possibly tomorrow a meas-
ure whose goal it will be to bring about a
more equitable sharing by American vessels
in the available ocean cargo total. The
shocking fact is that United States-flag ves-
sels are now carrying less than a third of our
own foreign commerce. It need hardly be
stated that they cannot long survive on such
meager fare.

Equally important to the future of both
the shipping and shipbuilding industries of
the country is this bill which I am intro-
ducing today.

The provisions of this measure represent
the considered opinion of the responsible
leadership of the shipping industry upon a
most urgent problem in this field. It is no
“Johnny-come-lately” offering, no hastily
drafted panacea. Rather, it has been
checked and double-checked, drafted, and
redrafted by its proponents, on the basis of
their long experience in the maritime field.
The various drafts of it have been receiving
consideration as well by Department of Com=
merce and Department of Justice officials.

The views of these Government officlals
are not finalized as yet, but the matter with
which the bill deals is of such pressing im-
portance, and the time still available for its
handling is so limited, what with the many
urgent tax, budget, and other matters de-
manding attention, that prudence dictated
that it be placed before you without further
delay.

This measure deals with a problem whose
disturbing effects I am sure are familiar to
many of my colleagues, namely, the lack
of finality, the uncertainty, attendant upon
construction-differential subsidy contracts
entered into under the Merchant Marine Act
of 1936. Its whole purpose and intent is
to make the provisions of that act workable
as they apply to construction differentials,
s0 that projected ship construction may be
initiated, and shipyard facilities kept acti-
vated, free from anxiety lest the subsidy
phases of the contracts become a subject of
controversy later.

Let it be emphasized here as strongly as
possible that the bill will add nothing new
in the way of benefits to anyone. It will not
cost taxpayers a single additional dollar. It
simply would make possible the effective ad-
ministration of a law which Congress en-
acted 18 years ago. In my opinion, effective
administration of that law will help to make
possible a resurgence of ship construction
that will preserve, or restore, jobs for some
thousands of skilled workers.

The breakdown of the 1936 Merchant Ma-
rine Act machinery insofar as construction-
differential subsidies are concerned, has been
one of the major factors blocking new ship
construction. Particularly has this been the
case with respect to passenger vessels, in
which fleld-projected plans for at least 4
large, modern vessels to cost nearly $100 mil-
lion have been deferred for almost 3 years.

The contract for any one of these ships
would have been u lifesaver for the shipyard
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securing it. Enactment of the bill now to
be introduced will effectively put an end to
the uncertainty about such contracts, with-
out—and this bears repetition—without one
extra dollar of cost to anyone.

Why has the 1936 act been unworkable
in this respect? Well, 't is difficult to an-
swer briefly. But one need only point to the
United States Lines controversy as a prime
example, as proof positive of the fact that
the present construction differential law as
administered by the Department of Com-
merce and reviewed by the General Account-
ing Office is inadequate. It has failed com-
pletely to achieve the desired effect of in-
viting private enterprise to build new ves-
sels of any type for the American commer-
cial feet.

As presently worded, the act is so difficult
of interpretation that it offers little, if any,
hope of successful administration. The
amendments I am proposing would solve the
problem, I believe, by establishing a statutory
procedure for subsidy rate recommendations
by the Maritime Administration, which
would become final after a stated period un-
less and except to the extent changed by
Congress.

The outcome, as I have said, of prolonged
discussions by both Government and indus-
try, the proposals would take cognizance of
certain factors that are basic to any approach
to a solution of the problem. Chief among
these are the following:

First, determination of construction dif-
ferential subsidy rates admittedly cannot be
an exact, factual process. It can only repre-
sent an expert opinion, through the exercise
of informed judgment. It is Impossible to
obtain all the necessary comparable data, or
to keep abreast of the many variable factors
involved—{foreign wage and material costs,
foreign subsidies, ete. And, human nature
being as it is, a judgment of any set of data,
by equally informed and capable persons,
may vary by a relatively wide margin.

Secondly, where such variatlons are pos-
sible, some system of governmental checks
and balances is needed, in the interest of all
concerned—including, of course, and fore-
most, the taxpayers. And, to be effective,
this control must be brought into play before
contracts are signed which would entail large
sums of public moneys. The one segment of
the Government that can best exercise such
control is the Congress, through the commit-
tees whose responsibility it is to consider
merchant-marine affairs. The Congress, and
these committees, set the policies under
which such subsidies are authorized, and
theirs is the continuing responsibility for
proper administration of those policies.

When, after extensive administrative hear-
ings, subsidy rate recommendations are sug-
gested by the Maritime Administration, as
this bill would provide, Congress has the
power, and the procedures, to hear any pro-
tests, and to make public all the considera-
tions involved in the ratemaking. Thus, it
could be in a position to decide, with author=-
ity, whether to accept or to modify the rates
suggested. And its acceptance or modifica-
tion of the suggested rates would have the
effect, to all intents and purposes, of statute.

Construction-differential subsidy rates
thus established, for a definite period, would
permit the shipping lines to plan and to con-
tract for new vessel construction with exact
knowledge of their finaneial obligations in
connection therewith. They could under-
take the heavy initial cost of ship design with
definite knowledge of what the subsidy rate
would be. And both parties to such con-
tracts, ship purchasers and Government,
would then be assured that, as far as matters
of judgment were concerned, the contract
would be final.

All uncertainty would be removed. Pur-
chasers would be protected. The public in-
terest would be safeguarded by the publicity
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the congressional consideration of the rates
would necessarily require. And regular re-
determination by the Maritime Administra-
tion, in the light of changing conditions,
would keep the recommended rates in line
with varying world conditions.

A final provision of this bill would define
the term “national defense feature,” and as-
sure agreement on such features by joint ac-
tion of the Maritime Board, the Secretary of
the Navy, and the Bureau of the Budget.
Cost of these features would be established
definitely, thus removing another factor of
possible controversy.

In conclusion let me state emphatically
that the problem this bill seeks to solve is
a most complicated one, and a problem whose
solution is of the most pressing urgency in
the light of this Nation's shipping require-
ments. Experience gained in various public
hearings and discussions leads me to the firm
conviction that the provisions of this bill are
adequate to cover the situation, and to re-
move the roadblock in the way of new ship
construction which the current controversies
on the matter have set up. Its enactment
into law would be a veritable blood transfu-
sion for two very sick industries—shipping
and shipbuilding.

I offer it with a sincere belief that, of a
number of suggested approaches, this bill
would seem to offer the greatest assurances
of adequacy. I bespeak for it an open-
minded reception, and a serious considera-
tion on the part of all Senators, commensu-
rate with the importance of the problem it
seeks to solve.

EXCLUSIVE POWER OF CONGRESS
TO DECLARE WAR

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last
week the Secretary of State, in the course
of a speech he made, gave the impression
that war could be declared without the
consent of Congress. I now submit a
concurrent resolution, for which I re-
quest appropriate reference, reading as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
hereby reaffirms its exclusive power to de-
clare war and that pursuant to the Consti-
tution, vesting that power in the Congress,
the Armed Forces of the United States shall
not be ordered into action against the terri-
tory or armed forces of any forelgn nation
without a prior declaration of war, except to
the extent necessary to repel an armed attack
against the United States or any of its terri-
tories or possessions.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. T1) was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

ADDITIONAL: CLERK FOR COMMIT-
TEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL
SERVICE

Mr. CARLSON submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res. 221), which was
referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service:

Resolved, That the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service is authoriged, from
April 1, 1954, through January 31, 1955, to
employ one additional clerical assistant to be
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate
at rates of compensation to be fixed by the
chairman in accordance with section 202 (e),
as amended, of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 and the provisions of Public Law
4, 80th Congress, approved February 19, 1947,
as amended.
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EXECUTIVE MES3AGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

OUR FOREIGN POLICY AND ITS RE-
LATION TO OUR MILITARY PRO-
GRAMS—STATEMENT BY SECRE-
TARY OF STATE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, on last Friday, at 2:30 p. m., the
Secretary of State met with the Foreign
Relations Committee for an extended
conference. At the opening of the con-
ference, he submitted a brief statement
regarding our foreign policy and its re-
lation to our military programs. Be-
cause of the importance of this subject,
I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Dulles’
statement be printed in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

SETATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE JOHN FOSTER
DuULLES, SECRETARY OF STATE, BEFORE THE
SeENATE ForelGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE,
MagrcH 19, 1954

I am glad to discuss with you the present
state of our foreign policy and its relation
to our military programs.

The central goal of our policy is peace
with freedom and security. The menace of
Soviet bloe despotism, which now holds in
its grip one-third of the world's peoples,
presents the most serious danger that has
ever confronted us. The main aspects of
this threat are apparent.

1. The Soviet rulers seem to feel secure
only in a world of conformity dominated
by them. Partly, no doubt they are driven
by lust for power. But to a considerable
extent, I believe, they are driven by fear
of freedom. To them freedom is a threat
to be stamped out wherever it approaches
their world.

2. The Soviet bloc possesses what is in
many ways the most formidable military
establishment the world has ever known.
Its great strength is manpower, but also it is
strong in terms of planes, submarines, and
atomic capabilities. This vast empire domi-
nates the central Eurasian land mass ex-
tending from the River Elbe in Germany to
the Pacific. From within an orbit of 20,000
miles, it could strike by land at any one of
approximately 20 states of Europe, the Mid-
dle East and Asia, and by air it could strike
the North American Continent.

3. Nor is the threat only military. It also
commands a political apparatus which oper=
ates in every country of the world, seeking
to capitalize upon all of the discontents and
unsatisfied ambitions which inevitably exist
in greater or less degree throughout the free
world.

4, The threat is virtually unlimited so far
as time is concerned. Soviet communism
operates not in terms of an individual life-
time so that the threat will end with some-
one’s death. It operates in terms of what
Lenin and Stalin called “an entire historical
era."

o

To meet that military threat requires on
our side a strategy which is both well-
conceived and well-implemented. This mili-
tary defense must be within the capacity
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of the free world to sustain it for an indefi-
nite time without such impairment of its
economic and social fabric as would expose
it to piecemeal seizure from within by the
political apparatus of communism.

This ecalls for thinking and planning which
is imaginative; which takes maximum pos-
sible advantage of the special resources of
the free nations; and which is steadily de-
veloped and adapted to changing conditions.
The fundamental aim of our national secu-
rity policies is to deter aggression and thereby
avert a new war. The essentlals of this prob-
lem may be briefly summarized as follows:

1. The free nations can achieve security
only by a collective system of defense. No
single nation can develop alone adequate
power to deter Soviet bloc aggression agalnst
its vital interests. By providing joint facil-
ities and by combining their resources, the
free nations can achieve a total strength and
a flexibility which can surpass that of any
potential enemy and can do so at bearable
cost.

This collective security concept is the most
highly developed in NATO. But it is also
embodied in the Rio Pact of 1047 and, in
more limited form, In varlous security ar-
rangements in the Far East. The Turkey-
Pakistan agreement marks the beginning of
applylng the collective-security concept in
the Middle East. The United Natlons is
moving in the same direction, as shown by
its Uniting for Peace resolution.

2, In organizing their collective defense,
the free nations should not attempt to match
the Soviet bloc man for man and gun for
gun. The best way to deter aggression is to
make the aggressor know in advance that
he will suffer damage outweighing what he
can hope to gain. Thus an aggressor must
not be able to count upon a sanctuary status
for those resources which he does not use in
committing aggression.

8. To apply this deterrent principle the
free world must maintain and be prepared to
use effective means to make aggression too
costly to be tempting.

It must have the mobility and flexibility
to bring collective power to bear against an
enemy on a selective or massive basis as con-
ditions may require. For this purpose its
arsenal must include a wide range of air,
sea, and land power based on both conven-
tional and atomic weapons. These new
weapons can be used not only for strategic
purposes but also for tactical purposes. The
greatest deterrent to war is the ability of the
free world to respond by means best suited
to the particular area or circumstances.
There should be a capability for massive re=-
taliation without delay. I point out that
the possession of that capability does not im=
pose the necessity of using it in every in-
stance of attack. It is not our intention to
turn every local war into a general war.

4. The magnitude and duration of the
present danger and the need for flexibility of
means to deter that danger makes it vital to
the United States, as never before, that it
have firm allies. A firm alllance depends not
merely upon documents, though these may be
important. There must also be trust, under-
standing, and good will as between the free
nations. This implies not merely military
commitments, but good economic and cul-
tural relations as well. It is not charity on
the part of the United States to be con-
cerned with the economic health of other
nations which help to support the basic
strategy I describe. Neither is their good
will a matter to which we can be indifferent.
All of this means that foreign policy has as-
sumed, as never before, a vital importance
for the security of the United States.

In the long haul the United States has a
profound interest in insuring that its allies
and the uncommitted areas of the free world
are able to malntain viable economic and
political systems. That is why our foreign
economic policy means so much to our own
security.
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REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON FOR-
EIGN TRADE OF APPLETON (WIS.)
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, a great
many businesses in the State of Wis-
consin have recently been severely im-
pacted by competition from a flood of
foreign imports. This is a matter of
deep concern to me, as I know similar
conditions are a matter of concern to
my colleagues elsewhere in our Nation.

I was interested, therefore, to receive
this morning from Kenneth H. Corbett,
secretary of the Appleton Chamber of
Commerce, an important message con-
veying a report from the foreign trade
committee of that chamber. The re-
port comments frankly and specifically
regarding the impact of tariff reductions
on the business community and on the
lift of Appleton as a whole. I believe
that the report will be of interest to my
colleagues in the Senate, and 1 ask
unanimous consent that it be printed at
this point in the body of the REcorp.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN TRADE,
APPLETON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
February 22, 1954.
NaTIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE,
Appleton Chamber of Commerce.

GENTLEMEN: The committee on foreign
trade has the honor to report the following
findings and recommendations. The time
for study has been short. Further recom-
mendations may be made at a later date.

A survey, limited because of lack of time,
reveals that at least three of our largest
firms would be drastically affected by further
reductions in tariff. They normally employ
over 1,500 people in this area. At least two
of these firms have experienced marked re-
ductions in employment due to imports
from low cost labor countries and are in need
of immediate relief.

Four other firms have been determined to
be vulnerable to tariff reductions and ac-
tively oppose such reductions. It is the
committee’s belief that a more comprehen-
sive survey will bring forth many others
who are directly vulnerable. It is readily
apparent that employment reduction in this
area will indirectly influence the welfare
of the numerous concerns supplying these
businesses and their employees. Loss of
Federal, State, and local taxes would affect
the entire community.

A study of the report to the President
and Congress by the Commission on Foreign
Economic Policy (Randall Commission) re-
veals a marked difference of opinion on the
part of its members. Many of the strong-
est dissents were written by Senator EuGENE
D. MmLikiN and Representative Danien S.
REeEeD, chairmen, respectively, of their coun-
terpart committees in the Senate and House,
with the responsibility of steering all tariff
and trade legislation through Congress. The
Randall report may be chiefly of academic
interest in gulding further legislation,

United States tariffs tend to equalize dif-
ferences in foreign and domestic cost of pro-
ductlon, including disparities in wage rates,
and to protect the American standard of

living. Every important industrial country-

in the world employs protective devices, most
of them more restrictive than we use. We
do not employ licensing or currency con-
vertibility control which are far more effec-
tive than a mere application of tariff con-
trol. Owur tariff levels are low in comparison
with those of other countries and have, in
recent years, been lowered far more dras-
tically than others.
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The trade, not aid, theorlsts would have
us believe that a surplus of exports over
imports currently exists. The truth is that
our imports exceed exports when we rule
out our military ald programs, which are
truly gifts and not to be considered trade by
any stretch of the imagination. Reduction
of our economic aid program would further
reduce this discrepancy. Tariff reductions
must not be made the panacea for the world's
ills. An indiscriminate application of so-
called free trade can only result in expos-
ing domestic labor and business to unfair
labor markets, with little resultant gain for
other nations and a decided loss to this
Nation.

It is the recommendation of this com-
mittee that the following statement of pol-
icy be adopted by the Appleton Chamber of
Commerce:

“The Appleton Chamber of Commerce is
opposed to legislation leading to indiserimi-
nate free trade. We recommend that action
be taken to further tariff legislation which
would reflect disparities existing Iin wage
rates, and to protect the American standard
of living.”

We further recommend that the Apple-
ton Chamber of Commerce resolve on a
course of action to propagandize, both lo-
cally and nationally, its position on foreign
trade. A suggested course of action follows:

1. Appoint a committee or continue this
committee to implement this program.

2. Publicize the chamber’s program locally
by means of newspaper and radio.

3. Write all interested Senators, Congress-
men, governmental agencles, and the Presi-
dent. Submit statements of policy to the
United States Chamber of Commerce, the
National Association of Manufacturers, and
their State or area branches,

Respectfully yours,
ForeilcN TrRaDE COMMITTEE,
E. W. SaieerricH, Chairman.
Roeert W. ZWICKER,
GUs ZUEHLKE.
WaLTER H. BRUMMUND,
EUGENE B. BROWNELL.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL AND MORAL
CRISIS; THE SUPREME COURT'S
DECISION IN THE SUBMERGED
LANDS CASE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the
foundation for a report on two issues,
which I shall make in one of my weekly
reports, I now ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the body of
the REecorp, as a part of my remarks—
because I wish to associate myself with
the contents of the editorial and article—
an editorial entitled “Title to the Ocean,”
which appeared in this morning’s Wash=
ington Post; and an article entitled “The
Sound of the Trumpet,” by Walter Lipp-
mann,

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed
in the REecorbp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times-
Herald of March 22, 1954]

TITLE TO THE OCEAN

It is a disappointment, and something of
a surprise, that the Supreme Court entered
a decision on the merits of the marginal sea
controversy after hearing oral argument on
only preliminary and procedural aspects of
the Rhode Island and Alabama complaints,
In sweeping terms, the Court upheld the
constitutionality of last year's congressional
act confirming coastal States’ title to and
ownership of submerged lands within their
historic boundaries. In all probability, as
Senator EucHEL, of California, declared ju-
bilantly, this writes finis to the issue.

The Court’s brief per curiam opinion makes
it appear that the only question raised was
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whether Congress had power to dispose of
property belonging to the United States. In-
dubitably Congress has such power without
limitation. But this begs the question
whether land under the open ocean can be
considered property belonging to the United
States. The Court carefully and conspicu-
ously refrained from calling it so in the
California case when it ruled explicitly that
California had no title to the marginal sea
off its shores. It is hard to understand how
Congress can either confirm California's title
to property which that State never possessed
or transfer to California what never belonged
to the United States. Difficult questions of
international law are cavalierly glossed over.

The clear implication of the Court’s con-
clusion is that the marginal sea was, after
all, property of the United States, although
foreign governments may think differently.
This reduces to its inherent absurdity the
claim made by sponsors of the glveaway legis-
lation that they aimed to take nothing from
the Nation but merely to give to the coastal
States what was rightfully theirs. “Give-
away” was the correct term for this legisla-
tion. And this newspaper retains its con-
viction that, whatever the constitutional
merits of the matter, it was a giveaway of
the most profligate sort, endowing a few fa-
vored States with a tremendous national
asset which should have been conserved and
developed for the protection and benefit of
the entire American people.

[From the Washington Post and Times-
Herald of March 22, 1954]

THE SoUND OF THE TRUMPET
(By Walter Lippmann)

“You know,” said the President last week,
“the world is suffering from a multiplicity
of fears. We fear the men in the Kremlin,
we fear what they will do to our friends
around them; we are fearing what unwise
investigators will do to us here at home as
they try to combat subversion or bribery or
deceit within.

“We fear depression, we fear the loss of
jobs. All of these with their impact on the
human mind makes us act almost hysteri-
cally, and you find hysterical reaction.

“We have got to look at each of those in
its proper perspective to understand what
the whole sum total means. And remember
this: The reason they are feared and bad is
because there is a little element of truth in
each, a little element of danger in each, and
that means that finally there is left a little
residue that you can meet only by faith, a
faith in the destiny of America, and that is
what I believe is the answer.”

The President was speaking here from his
heart, and there can be few things that mat-
ter more at this moment of crisis in our af-
fairs than to understand clearly what he was
saying. He was saying, if I understand him
rightly, that the world and this country are
full of fears about which we have become
hysterical. These fears are not entirely
imaginary. For each fear there is some basis
of truth and in each there is an element of
actual danger. The answer to the hysteria
is to have faith in the destiny of America.

Now that is no doubt entirely true. But
1t would be useful, indeed it is essential that
we should know just how faith in the destiny
of America can be summoned up in order to
cure the hysterical reactions to the fears
which the President lists: The men in the
Kremlin, what might happen to the coun-
tries exposed directly to the Soviet power,
MecCarthyism, subversion, deceit, corruption.

There is, sald the President, a little element
of truth and actual danger in all of these
things that people fear. But the fact that
there is some danger does not account for
the hysterical reaction which, quite rightly,
the President is aware of and deplores. The
question we have to ask ourselves, and which
he should ask himself, is why in the presence
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of these dangers so many of our people are
reacting not stoutly, resolutely, steadfastly—
but hysterically.

Not because the dangers are so great that
our people have lost hope of dealing with
them and are panic stricken. Not in the
least. The power that this country possesses
and that it can generate is by far the great-
est in the world; nor are so many of our
people hysterical because our economy and
social order are in any danger of breaking
down.

Why, then, in the presence of dangers that
are real but not overwhelming and quite
within our power to master, is there so much
hysterical fear?

It is because there is an increasing anxiety
that there may be a failure of the leadership,
the command, the authority, which alone can
rally the Nation to deal with these dangers.
The element of hysteria, the failure of nerve,
is the reaction to this vacancy.

The people are like the crew and the pas-
sengers of a ship in a storm at sea. They will
master their fears and they will do their
duty as long as they know that the captain
and his officers are on the bridge and at their
posts. But let the belief spread among them
that the captain is not giving the orders, or
that there is a munity on the bridge; there
will soon be hysteria and panic down below.

That ought to be obvious enough to an old
soldier. How do commanders maintain the
morale of their troops in the danger of bat-
tle? 1Is it by telling them to lock at it all in
the proper perspective? Or do they by their
example and their authority allow no one to
doubt that they have the situation firmly
and decisively in hand?

“For if,” says the Bible, “the trumpet give
an uncertain sound, who shall prepare him-
self to the battle?”

When the President tells us that the an-
swer to the hysteria is faith in the destiny
of America, he should not forget how fun-
damental in that faith is the conviction that
our institutions will be equal to any chal-
lenge.

They are not at this moment showing
themselves equal to the challenge of gov-
erning this country in its great role as pro-
tector and leader of the free world. Men
who hold the posts of responsibility in our
institutions are not now making those in-
stitutions work as they are meant to work.

The Congress, which is meant to be the
legislature, is overwhelmingly concerned not
with making the laws but with usurping the
executive power, and with turning itself
into a kind of unlicensed and unregulated
detective force, grand jury, prosecutor's of=
fice, judge, jury, and executioner—all com-
bined.

And in the face of a persistent invasion
of his constitutional responsibilities and the
steady erosion of his authority, the Chief
Executive and the Commander in Chief has
been giving ground here, there, and almost
everywhere. He has been accepting without
more than spasmodic resistance and without
serious protests the public humiliation of
the Foreign Service, who are the eyes of the
Nation abroad, and of the officers of the
Army, who are the right arm of its defense.

It is this constitutional and moral crisis
at the center of the Natlon's life—not the
dangers with which the Nation has to deal—
that accounts for the hysteria. It is because
of the fear that there is uncertainty and
softness where there should be lucidity and
resolution that the faith which the President
invokes is being so sorely tried.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
University of Alaska Board of Regents
at a special meeting last week petitioned
the President of the United States and
Members of Congress for immediate
statehood for Alaska. I quote here the
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petition which was signed by the presi-
dent of the board, Andrew Nerland, of
Fairbanks, Alaska:

We, the Board of Regents of the University
of Alaska, recognizing our public responsi-
bility as a land-grant university, supported
by public funds, to extend the opportunities
of higher education to all of Alaska, with
the objective of stimulating the development
of our intellectual leadership, do find that
we are hindered in our appointed tasks be-
cause of the inequalities conferred by our
Territorial status, resulting in these grave
consequences: a retarded development for
Alaska and failure to make our just con=-
tribution to leadership for the Nation.

We, therefore, in fulfillment of our edu-
cational responsibility, in furtherance of the
national welfare, and in answer to the hu-
man longing of our citizenry for political
equality, do hereby petition the President
and the Congress of the United States for
immediate statehood for Alaska.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp, a res-
olution relating to statehood for Alaska
adopted by the City Council of the City
of Anchorage, Alaska, together with a
statement containing information sup-
porting that resolution,

There being no objection, the resolu-~
tion and statement were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution 733

Resolution urging the immediate passage of
the Alaska statehood bill now before Con-
gress and reciting the benefits that would
accrue to city governments in Alaska
through the adoption of statehood by fur-
thering the democratic principles of home
rule and improving the financial ability of
cities to meet progressive expansion

Whereas the Territory of Alaska is now lim-
ited in its functions by the Federal organic
act, and Alaskan municipalities are in turn
prevented from meeting their responsibilities
to the people due to lack of governing au=-
thority from the Territorial legislature be=-
cause of restrictions in the organic act, and
other Federal laws; and

Whereas such restrictions impose prohibi=-
tions against the exercise of local home rule
to meet specific problems of each municie
pality; and

Whereas the busy Congress of the United
States is now in the unique position of acting
on various municipal problems, such as in-
creases in bonded indebtedness limitations
for individual cities In Alaska when such
actlion should rightfully be a local responsi-
bility and privilege; and

Whereas economie reports by outside finan-
cial experts have repeatedly shown that
Alaskan cities are penalized and their financ-
ing ability impaired by the instability gen-
erated by Alaska failing to have recognition
as a State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Anchorage City Couneil
strongly urge the immediate passage of the
Alaska statehood bill; and be it further

Resolved, That the city of Anchorage will
meet the new responsibilities that will be
shifted to the city when Alaska becomes a
State.

Publication of this resolution shall be made
by posting a copy hereof on the city hall
bulletin board for a period of 10 days fol-
lowing the passage hereof.

An emergency having been declared and
the rules governing the introduction and
passage of resolutions having been suspended,
this resolution is unanimously passed and
approved by the Council of the City of An-
chorage this 10th day of March 1954.

MaywARD L. TAYLOR, Jr.,
Mayor.

Attest:

B. W. BOEKE,
City Clerk.
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INFORMATION SUPPORTING RESOLUTION 733

Statehood would affect Alaskan cities in
many ways. Aside from the general benefits
of a sounder economy in all of Alaska, the
actual governmental operation of munici-
palities could be greatly improved and the
financial position of cities would be
strengthened.

City government In modern American
cities is predicated upon the right of self-
government rather than dependence upon
the Federal Government. Cities in most
States have been given authority to adopt
their own home-rule charters, under which
they are able to adopt governmental prin-
ciples and methods of operation best suited
to meet their individual needs.

Alaskan cities have not been given the au-
thority to adopt home-rule charters. Grave
doubt exists among legal and governmental
experts as to whether such authority could
be granted by the present Territorial govern-
ment. They believe that the Organic Act
for Alaska may well preclude the exercising
of local determination by muniecipalities.
Lack of home rule, in turn, requires legis-
lative action to meet specific needs of in-
dividual municipalities, be 1t to allow
municipal parking lots, zoning and subdivi-
slon control, changes in special improvement
district assessment procedures, or the like.
Since many of these problems apply in differ-
ent ways to different municipalities, the
Territorial legislature is forced to attack
such problems on an individual basis—re-
sulting, of course, in no action being taken
at all.

Lacking statehood, a most unique rela-
tionship exists between Alaskan municipali-
ties and the PFederal Government. The
Congress of the United States has, under the
Organic Act, established the bonded debt
limitation for all Alaskan cities. This lim-
itation becomes very unrealistic under spe-
cial cases. This has resulted in Alaskan
cities appealing directly to the United States
Congress for authority to issue additional
municipal bonds. Citizens of our States
would be flabbergasted at such procedure.
It is generally accepted that citizens, either
on the municipal or State level, are best able
to make the necessary determination
through local democratic processes without
having to busy the United States Congress
with requests from individual cities.

Lack of statehood is further exemplified by
the problems created by the concurrent lack
of representation. For example, the city of
Anchorage has been investigating the build-
ing of a seaport. In talking with govern-
mental officials, private dock contractors,
and other experts, we have been reminded
in several instances that what we need most
in the development of a seaport is repre-
sentation in Washington.

Municipal problems are further exempli-
fied by the apportionment of Federal grants-
in-aid from APW funds and Public Law 139
funds. Some Alaska cities, because of the
military impact for developing northern
frontier defense installations, can show the
greatest need for Public Law 139 funds.
Applications for projects have been made,
bonds voted to meet the proportionate share
of costs, and facts presented to substantiate
the need. It has been amazing that Alaskan
cities have been bypassed from time to time
because no local delegations were in Wash-
ington to push the projects for their par-
ticular cities. This failure to travel the long
distance to Washington to present the ap-
plication personally to Federal departments
and congressional committees resulted in the
needs of Alaskan cities being minimized. It
appears that truer evaluations of Alaskan
cities’ needs can better be accomplished
through the knowledge of locally elected
Congressmen who have voting power. They
can best distinguish between a “squeaking
wheel" and the wheels that must be lubri-
cated because of the heavy burdens they
carry.
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One of the greatest burdens under which
Alaskan municipalities are forced to labor
is the difficulty in financing public f.aprove-
ments. Even after obtaining congressional
authority to create bonded indebtedness for
municipal purposes, absence of statehood has
imposed hardships on creating a bond mar-
ket for the bonds of Alaskan cities. The
city of Anchorage sold $1,150,000 in general
obligation bonds on August 12 of this year
after a public bid opening. The interest rate
pald was 5 percent. This rate was 2 percent
higher interest rates than the muniecipal
bond index showed for the same date. In
order to sell these bonds, it was necessary to
contract with a bond broker to conduct
the sale. This broker employed the well-
known financial analyst firm of Duff &
Phelps, Chicago, to prepare an economic re-
port on Anchorage. This report prepared by
an unbiased “outside” firm of expert econ=
omists, presents the economic optimism they
forecast for this city. The report states, “All
factors considered, it would appear to us
that the city of Anchorage is in a compara-
tively sound financial position.” With this
type of report, it is difficult to understand
why the city of Anchorage must pay 60 per-
cent more for borrowed money than com-
parable cities in the States. The bond buy-
ers point out that bonds for cities in terri-
torial possessions are always higher than for
cities of comparable financial conditions in
the States. Duff & Phelps support these
comments in the following excerpts from
their report:

“The Greater Anchorage area, one of the
fastest growing areas under the American
flag, has the largest concentration of popula-
tion in the Territory of Alaska. Its rapid
growth, however, has presented many prob-
lems and has inspired much forward plan-
ning for stabilizing the long-range economy.
So few of the facts concerning this area are
generally known in the States except in very
limited circles consisting of those who have
done business in or visited the Territory with
the result that a serious dollar shortage
exists. The Territory of Alaska, and particu-
larly the Greater Anchorage area, could have
a brilliant future, but, if it is to prosper and
develop its long-range economy, capital must
be supplied not only by the Federal Govern-
ment but by private investors in the States
as well,” This need of outside capital is fur-
ther stressed in the conclusion of the report
and the necessity for statehood to open the
door to outside investors:

“Last, but not least, among the important
factors which will influence the destiny of
the Greater Anchorage area is the Territory
of Alaska's being granted statehood. Any-
one who reads the newspapers knows that in
the past two legislative sessions in Washing-
ton much discussion has been glven to the
granting of statehood to both Alaska and
Hawail. Apparently not much headway has
been made, particularly from the standpoint
of Alaska's obtalning statehood. It would
appear that the proponents of the measure
have been unable to get over to their col-
leagues the real importance of Alaska to our
national economy and the true position that
it occuples in our national defense. We are
sure that continued efforts will be made in
this regard and ultimately it is probable that
success will result. With statehood we be-
lieve that the whole development program
for the area could be accelerated, financing
would become less of a problem, and the gen-
eral economy of the area could soon be put on
a4 more sound basis.”

Statehood will permit a State government
to adopt home-rule charters for Alaska cities.
Home rule will preserve the grassroots of
democracy in the Territory and place respon-
sibility for local government on the people
who should carry the burden of that re-
sponsibility. The Duff & Phelps report, the
unbiased “outside” economdc experts, sup-
ports the necessity for statehood in order
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for the cities of Alaska to open the door for
“outside™ investors. These factors empha-
size the need for statehood by Alaska citles.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Isthere fur-
ther morning business? If not, morning
business is closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business, which will be stated.

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAIIL

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 49) to enable the people
of Hawaii to form a constitution and
State government and to be admitted
into the Union on an equal footing with
the original States.

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL
ELECTION

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
pursuant to the announcement I made
earlier, namely, that following the morn-
ing hour today, I would move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Senate Resolution 220—and in this con-
nection, I direct my remarks particu-
larly to the attention of the Senafor
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l—I now move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 220, dealing
with the election contest in the State of
New Mexico.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena-
tor from California.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
not speak at great length against the
motion, although I am opposed to it. I
fully understand that the majority leader
has the votes required for the adoption
of the motion, and therefore, I have
no intention of speaking at length
against it.

1 believe, however, that early action
on Hawaiian and Alaskan statehood is
of the utmost importance. I do not be-
lieve that the particular business which
it is proposed to consider under the mo-
tion is of such emergency nature that it
must displace the unfinished legislation.
I think the earlier we take action on the
pending statehood legislation, tiie better
will be our opportunity to add two stars
to the American flag in the very near
future. Furthermore, I feel that if we
lay aside the pending bill for the New
Mexico election issue there will be prece-
dential weight for requests that it be laid
aside for another issue, another issue,
and still another issue. The result is
likely to be that there will be danger that
we shall not reach a vote on the state-
hood measure until possibly too late in
the session to obtain final action through
conference. At least, such a course
would increase the danger of lack of
action on the House side.

The Alaskan and Hawaiian statehood
issue has been before us for some time.
I think the most orderly and efficient
way of disposing of it would be to pro=-
ceed with the debate on Alaskan and
Hawaiian statehood and then come to a
vote. I recognize that I am in the mi-
nority on this question, which is no new
experience for the Senator from Oregon.
I have made it clear to my friend from
California that I would not give unani-
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mous consent to lay aside fhe unfin-
ished business. If it is laid aside it will
have to be done by vote of the Senate.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
merely wish to say that the reason I am
following this procedure and making a
motion to lay aside the unfinished busi-
ness is, as the Senator from Oregon has
quite correctly pointed out, that he had
served notice that he would object to a
unanimous-consent agreement to do so.
Last week I proposed such an agreement,
and would have done so this week; but
in view of the advance notice which the
Senator from Oregon has given, I felt
that as majority leader the only course
open to me was to make the motion.

I do so because several weeks ago, in
response to inquiries from the minority
leader, the minority whip, and others as
to whether I would be willing, as soon
as the reports were available, to take up
the New Mexico contest, I gave them
what I felt was a firm commitment
which I had previously announced to the
Senate. Having made the commitment,
I feel that I have an obligation to make
the motion which I have made.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
‘Senator from California.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 220), which
was read, as follows:

Resolved, That 1t i1s the judgment of the
Senate that at the November 4, 1952, general
election, in and for the State of New Mexico,
no person was elected as a Member of the
Senate from that State, and that a vacancy
exists in the representation of that State in
the Senate.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate is di-
rected to transmit a copy of this resolution
to the Governor of the State of New Mexico.

GENEVA AND INDOCHINA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
war in Indochina is in its 8th year. The
offensive, though harassed and stale-
mated, is still with the Viet Minh. Ex-
pert observers tell us that the French
cannot win a substantial victory in less
than 2 years, and unless something hap-
pens to galvanize their spirit and effort,
final military victory may be impossible.
Meanwhile, the political opposition to
the French Government’s policy in Paris
is growing more vehement and their de-
mands for a cease-fire have resulted in
the convening of the Geneva Conference,
They have plucked the Korean Truce as
a precedent upon which to base their
arguments that an armistice with the
Viet Minh is compatible with French
honor. This, of course, ignores the fact
that the French have consistently held
that the war in Indochina is a civil in-
surrection which precludes U. N. inter-
ference while the war in Korea was
against a recognized aggressor invading
an independent state. It is said that the
French Government hopes the Geneva
Conference will be a silencer of its op-
position; that the intransigence of the
Communists will convince their country-
men that there is no possible settle-
ment outside of military victory. On
the other hand, it may also happen that
the failure to bring results from Geneva
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may topple the Laniel regime, placing
Mendes-France and his group—who
would be pledged to terminate the hos-
tilities even to the extent of withdrawing
French troops—in a more commanding
position.

At this date, it has not been de-
termined whether representatives from
the Associated States will participate in
Geneva. To many Vietnamese, Geneva,
in its larger measure, represents a be-
trayal of their nationalist movement.
They ask, What has France to give in
“give and take” negotiations? They an-
swer: compromise with Ho Chi Minh by
offering a coalition or partial recogni-
tion—a move whereby those Vietnamese
whose resistance has been consistent
and determined would be fatally under-
cut.

Mr. President, next month the United
States will sit down with Communist
China and other countries in a con-
ference at Geneva. The subject of the
conference presumably is the situation
in Korea. There is every indication,
however, that discussion will focus on
the situation in Indochina.

The Geneva Conference is the result
of the Berlin meeting a few weeks ago
and represents the price paid by us for
French solidarity at the Berlin Con-
ference. It seems to me to be a partial
Soviet diplomatic victory since it will,
de facto, give a degree of recognition to
the Chinese Communist government,
The Soviet Union has wanted that; we
have not. Mr. Molotov made it clear at
Berlin that the Soviet Union wanted two
things; the defeat of the European De-
fense Community and recognition for
Red China.

The decision to meet with the Com-
munists in Geneva was made by the ad-
ministration solely on its own respon-
sibility. There was no prior consulta-
tion with Members on this side of the
aisle. And judging by the reaction of
the distinguished majority leader, Mr.
Enowranp, when he heard the an-
nouncement of the conference, the other
side of the aisle must also have been kept
in the dark.

Be that as it may, the United States
is now committed to a conference with
the Communists on the Far East. We
cannot reverse the decision, even though
it may not have been a wise one. We
must make the best of it. The only way
we can do so is to make certain that the
free nations enter the conference with
their strongest foot forward.

Secretary Dulles faces, in Geneva, the
most difficult task of his career. The
Conference there may well influence the
outcome of the European Defense Com=
munity in the near future and the na-
ture of events in Asia for decades to
come.

The Secretary of State knows that he
will face dangerous pitfalls, that his job
will be extremely delicate and that he
will need the greatest understanding and
the greatest possible bipartisan support
to succeed. I would not be honest if I
did not say that, as an individual Sen-
ator, I am somewhat apprehensive about
Geneva. I would not be honest, either,
if I did not say that while we can and
should raise questions, offer suggestions,
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and give advice, we should also give to
our Secretary of State as much encour-
agement and support as is possible,

It has been said many times, but it
bears repeating, that the only way to ne-
gotiate successfully with the Communists
is to negotiate from strength.

‘Will this be the case at the coming
conference in Geneva? Has the ad-
ministration exercised American leader-
ship wisely to see that we will be negoti-
ating from strength? Has it made cer-
tain that the free nations will go into
the conference in unison and at full
strength? Or are we drifting toward
Geneva? Each country in its own way,
without adequate preparation, without
think-through, without a clear-cut

sense of destination?

As I said before, it is too late to re-
verse the decision to hold this Confer-
ence. It is not too late, however, to
question the preparations for it.

It is for this purpose that I wish to ad-
dress myself briefly to the Indochina sit-
uation. I wish to make certain that
with respect to this aspect of the coming
Conference, the United States sees eye
to eye with friendly countries. I want
to make certain that the free nations do
not abandon the vital perimeter of
Southeast Asia for a false peace of ap-
peasement at Geneva.

Let me make clear that I am not op-
posed to a peaceful settlement of this or
any other problem. If the conflict in
Indochina can be brought to a close
without surrendering the area sooner or
later to totalitarian communism, I shall
welcome such a settlement. Anyone in
his right mind would favor putting an
end to bloodshed, if it can be done with=
out appeasement of totalitarianism,
without loss of freedom, without, in the
long run jeopardizing the safety of this
country and other free nations.

To achieve such a settlement on Indo=
china at the conference table, however,
requires the marshaling of the full po-
tential of the free countries. It re-
quires us, further, to be prepared to car-
ry on the struggle to a successful con-
clusion in the event the Communists
turn down a just and honorable settle=
ment.

As the Senate knows, I have been
deeply interested in the Indochinese situ=
ation for some time. I believe that it is
one of the key areas in the defense of
freedom in the world. I believe the de=
cision as to whether or not we will have,
one day, to defend our own shores may
very well be made on those distant
shores. I would remind the Senate that
Pearl Harbor was not attacked until aft-
er Indochina was firmly in enemy hands.

Last fall I visited the three Associated
Indochinese States of Laos, Cambodia,
and Vietnam. At that time, I crossed
paths in India with the distinguished
majority leader, who I know is fully cog-
nizant of the importance of Indochina.
A few weeks ago the distinguished
majority leader and I engaged in a col-
loquy on the floor of the Senate on this
very subject. It was at the time the
administration announced that Ameri-
can aviation technicians were being sent
to Indochina. If I am not mistaken, we
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found ourselves in substantial agree-
ment. If my recollection is correct, we
felt that while the United States should
make a contribution to the defense of
Indochina, we should not commit Ameri-
can forces to the fighting there, :

I think that the distinguished majority
leader would agree that three factors are
essential if Indochina is to be kept free
of totalitarian domination whether by
victory over the Communist-led forces
of Ho Chi Minh or by negotiation. First,
the French, who are making profound
sacrifices in Indochina, must continue
for a while longer their great military
effort in defense of the three Indochinese
states. And they must also continue
their political effort to bring genuine
national independence to these states.
Second, the Indochinese nationalist lead-
ers must be able to rally their people to
ficht for their independence against
Communist domination. Third, military
aid must be continued by the United
States, but American forces must not
become involved in the conflict.

This three-pronged approach remains
the key to a satisfactory solution of the
Indochina problem. It is necessary if
the negotiations which are about to open
in Geneva are to be successful. It is im-
perative if those negotiations fail. Un-
less it is followed, we may very well have
to examine the whole premise of our
policy with respect to Indochina.

Is the administration following this
three-pronged approach? Certainly, the
administration is interested in it. But
what is being done to further it? Is the
necessary American leadership being
brought to bear? Or is the administra-
tion just drifting—drifting in Indochina
and drifting toward appeasement at
Geneva?

We continue to receive optimistic re-
ports from the administration about
eventual victory in Indochina. I regret
to say that reports from practically
every other source indicate a stalemate
of indefinite duration in that area.

From Paris comes word that the
French want to quit the struggle, almost
at any price. I certainly sympathize
with the situation in which the French
find themselves. They have made great
sacrifices to prevent the Communists
from strangling the independence of the
3 Indochinese states at birth. They
are weary after 8 long years of war. The
drain of Indochina seriously compro=
mises the role which the French should
be playing in Europe. Nevertheless, the
continued effort of the French in Indo-
china is essential if this area is not to
fall to the Communists. Has the ad-
ministration made clear to France the
vital importance to freedom of her
Indochina mission? Has the adminis-
tration done everything possible to en-
courage the French to continue? I be-
lieve it has.

Reports from Indochina indicate that
the local nationalist leaders, particularly
in Vietnam, are not proving very suc-
cessful in rallying their people to defend
the independence of the three states.
These reports indicate that Ho Chi Minh
effectively conceals his communism in
the cloak of nationalism and remains the
symbol of anticolonial patriotism to
many inhabitants of Vietnam.
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Why is this the case? Are the na-
tionalist leaders too complacent? Are
they not sulficiently representative of
their people or responsive to their needs?
When I returned from Indochina last
fall T reported on this matter to the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee in the
following terms:

The basic problem which confronts all
three governments and particularly that of
Vietnam is to put down firm roots in their
respective populations.

Mr. President, I said further that
these governments must deal with the
basic social and economie problems of
their countries, that they must develop
armed forces devoted to the national in-
terest and that they must combat cor-
ruption. I warned that—

Failure in these basic responsibilities of
selt-government will result in the achieve=-

ment of the shadow rather than the sub-
stance of independence.

And that—
It could also mean the rapid reduction of
the three nations to chaos and the suhse-

quent intrusion of some new form of foreign
domination from close at hand.

In discussing the internal situation in
Indochina I do not wish to indulge in
personalities, I have met many of the
leading figures in the governments there
and it would be inappropriate for me
to measure one against the other. I do
not think it inappropriate, however, for
the administration which has committed
this eountry to the tune of over a billion
dollars a year in Indochina to look
deeply into the internal situation there.
Has the administration sought to find
out why popular support has not gath-
ered more effectively behind the Viet-
namese Government? What does the
administration propose to do about it?
Something needs to be done if the resist-
ance of the Indochinese people to com-
munism is to be keyed to the require-
ments of the situation. Something
needs to be done if local armies are to be
trained as effective instruments of
freedom.

Has consideration been given to the
possibility, by France, of issuing addi-
tional public assurances to the Indo-
chinese states of full independence
within or without the French Union as
a means of rallying support to the Na-
tionalist governments?

Has consideration been given to the
appointment, by the United States, of
three separate Ambassadors to the three
associated states as a mark of our con-
fidence in their future? They have 3
separate representatives in our country,
and we have 1, who is accredited to the
3 states.

Has consideration been given to the
use of United States technical person-
nel—battalion, company, platoon com-
manders—to work under the French
high command, to speed up the training
of local troops in Indochina? I under-
stand that a new French training com-
mand has been established and that two
United States officers have been assigned
to that command. This indicates that
the French might be changing their atti-
tude in this respect. I am not calling for
the dispatch of fresh forces from the
United States. This country already has

March 22

more than 750 training technicians on
the island of Formosa. They have been
training the Chinese Nationalist armieg
for years. Is it not possible that at least
a part of this highly skilled United States
contingent might be reassigned to Indo-
china? Would they not have a more
immediate utility in the latter area?
The Communists could hardly take re-
taliatory measures against this type of
assistance by the United States, inas-
much as Red China already has more
than 6,000 advisers in Indochina. With
this kind of assistance, the Vietnamese
will feel, I am sure, that an indigenous
army ean be trained in 2 or 3 years, at
most.

It is clear to most observers what
would happen were the French to leave
the scene immediately. A vacuum would
result which the Communists would fill
overnight. The above proposal would
require the French to remain in military
strength for 2, perhaps 3, years until
trained Vietnamese could replace their
troops. In reply to such an American
position, Paris might well ask why
French troops should continue fighting
a war, even for 2 years, if there is no
promise of eventual gain to the French.
In reply to this, four points can be made:

First. The United States is most anx-
ious to implement the French desire to
stop the drain both on St. Cyr—the
French West Point—and its treasury.

Second. A definite proposal to with=-
draw French forces from Indochina
within a specified time—already sug-
gested by the distinguished majority
leader—would tend to stabilize France’s
political situation and help restore its
position in Europe.

Third. Such a proposal would give
meaning to the French declarations
about their intentions in regard to Viet-
namese independence. With that kind
of assurance, both parties could work
more freely in defining the French
Union, and there is good reason to believe
that Vietnam would be greatly encour-
aged to continue its voluntary associa-
tion with France within the Union.

Fourth. France has an historical obli-
gation toward the Associated States.
After many decades of colonial rule,
France could be expected to continue its
military commitment for 2 or 3 years,
so as to assure Vietnam’s successful
transition from a colony to an inde-
pendent state.

Mr. President, one of the keys to the
problem of Indochina in many ways is
the obscureness of the French position.
The concept of the French Union is still
so muddied that it can neither be bought
or sold. Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia
recognize the values of a continued as-
sociation with France but naturally
want to forge that bond as independent
nations. This proposal might help
clarify the political as well as the mili-
tary position of France. It would cer-
tainly help to disavow the growing feel-
ing amongst the Vietnamese and other
Asians that the United States is prin-
cipally interested in supporting France,
whatever the cost, instead of assisting
tdhe Indochinese peoples in finding free-

om,

I do not know whether positive meas=
ures such as I have been discussing are
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practical. The administration has not
taken the Senate into its confidence, and
only the administration has the facts
on which to base action. I do know,
however, that unless something is done,
the free nations will drift into the
Geneva conference already defeated on
the Indochina question. I do know that
unless there is unity of purpose and a
willingness on the part of all concerned
to make sacrifices and to rise to the
realities of the situation, the only set-
tlement which will be reached will be a
settlement of appeasement.

And if no settlement on Indochina is
achieved at Geneva, what then? Is the
free world condemned to continue in-
definitely this wasting struggle in the
jungles and rice paddies? Are the
French to continue to lose the cream of
their military manhood in the swamps
of Indochina? Is the genuine national-
ist sentiment which stirs the fine people
of the three associated states condemned
to bitter and endless frustration? Are
we in this country to resign ourselves
to an outlay of a hillion dollars or more
every year over the indefinite future to
support this never-ending war in Indo-
china?

This need not be the result. There
is still time to end the drift. There is
still time, even before the Geneva Con-
ference opens, to rally the forces of free-
dom to meet the situation in Indochina.
There is still time to assert a positive,
purposeful leadership. There is still
time, but it is running short. Will we
make use of it before it is too late?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield for a
question?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I shall be de-
lighted to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. First, I desire to con-
gratulate the Senator from Montana on
his very constructive and statesmanlike
speech. It seems to me to point to the
most dangerous spot in the world, to
indicate the difficulties which lie ahead,
and to suggest a constructive approach,
while cautioning the administration to
give its spiritual and intellectual reen-
forcement for the tasks which lie ahead.

Having said that, may I ask the Sena-
tor from Montana what the conse-
quences would be if the Communists
were to take over Indochina? Would
it not be almost inevitable that Burma,
Thailand, and Indonesia would quickly
fall into the Communist ranks?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr, DOUGLAS. If those nations fall,
will not approximately 130 million peo-
ple come under Communist control?

Mr. MANSFIELD, At least that
many; very likely more, in time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not that the re-
gion which is the great surplus-food pro-
ducing area in Asia?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
I point out to the distinguished Senator
that the armies of Asia march on rice,
and it is in Indochina particularly that
there is found what may be called the
rice bowl.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that it
is that surplus which keeps India and
Japan from starvation?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
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Mr. DOUGLAS, If the Communists
should gain control they would un-
doubtedly shut off the exportation of rice
to India and Japan, so long as those
countries are non-Communist or anti-
Communist.

Mr. MANSFIELD. At least, they
would ship rice at the price which they
would specify, which would not always
be in dollars.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not extremely
probable that they would starve India
and Japan into the Communist ranks?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is definitely
a possibility.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does not the Senator
think it is a probability?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is very likely a
probability.

Mr. DOUGLAS. So that what is at
stake is not merely control by the Com-
munists of Indochina and all Asia, but
also of the area which, in addition to
its rice potential, produces two-thirds of
the world’'s supply of rubber and a great
quantity of tin.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I consider that the
Senator has performed a public service
of great magnitude in inviting attention
to the problem involved.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was greatly pleased
by the compliments which the Senator
paid to the good intentions of the Sec-
retary of State. I think it is helpful to
go into the Geneva conference feeling
that the American people Lave confi-
dence. Does not the Senator think that
if a similar attitude had been adopted by
the majority party when Secretary Ache-
son participated in certain conferences
there would have been a better result?

Mr. MANSFIELD. There can be no
question about that, but I think the
Democrats should not look backward too
much. I believe we should do what we
can to keep this Government of the
United States on an even keel, as we al-
ways try to do, and that we should try
to forget politics at the water’'s edge.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
we hope the force of our good example
will have some influence upon our
friends on the other side of the aisle?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I certainly do. I
thank the Senator from Illinois.

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL
ELECTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 220) declaring
the judgment of the Senate to be that
no person was elected as a Member of
the Senate from New Mexico in 1952 and
that a vacancy exists in the representa-
tion of that State in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to Resolution

20.

Mr. BARRETT obtained the floor,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield so that
I may suggest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield for that pur-

pose.
Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a guorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gillette McCarran
Anderson Goldwater MeCarthy
Barrett Gore McClellan
Beall Green Millikin
Bennett Griswold Monroney
Burke Hayden Morse
Bush Hennings Mundt
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Murray
Butler, Nebr, Hill Neely

Byrd Hoey Payne
Capehart Humphrey Potter
Carlson Hunt Purtell
Case Ives Robertson
Chavez Jenner Russell
Clements Johnson, Colo, Saltonstall
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Cordon Johnston, 8. C. Smith, Maine
Daniel Kefauver Smith, N. J.
Dirksen Kilgore Sparkman
Douglas Knowland Stennis
Duff Langer Symington
Dworshak Lehman Thye
Ellender Long Upton
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins
Flanders Malone Welker
Frear Mansfield Wiley
Fulbright Martin Williams
George Maybank Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that attorneys for
either of the parties to the contest may
be permitted the privilege of the floor,
notwithstanding the fact that they are
not on the payroll of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wpyoming asks unani-
mous consent that the attorneys for the
two parties involved may have access to
the floor of the Senate, notwithstand-
ing the fact that they are not Members
of the Senate. Is there objection?

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield for one
observation?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. HENNINGS. The distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, the
Senator from Wyoming, and I agreed
earlier in the day that committee coun-
sel, Mr. Ware, and the counsel who
served for a short time at the suggestion
of the minority, Mr. Ehrlich, might, for
the purpose of the consideration of the
resolution, have permission to sit on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. BARRETT. As the Senator from
Missouri may remember, I mentioned
also Mr. Bighee, who is present, and who
had been acting as counsel.

Mr. HENNINGS. I ask the Senator’s
indulgence. I was engaged in conver-
sation on another matter and did not
hear what the distinguished Senator
had to say.

I would have no objection to Mr. Big-
bee’s being on the floor of the Senate. I
understand he was counsel for General
Hurley. Is that correct?

Mr. BARRETT. I believe he was
representing General Hurley,

Mr. HENNINGS. By the same token,
I assume—and if I am not correct in the
assumption, I should like to have the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee so state—that if from time to
time any counsel representing the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cravezl, none of whom I have
seen, desire to come upon the floor for
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various purposes in this connection,
they may do so. I do not know whether
they are present today; there was some
indication that some of them might be
here.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. BARRETT. . I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Certainly I would
have no objection to a unanimous-con-
sent request that they may be available
for consultation with the chairman of
the subcommittee and the ranking
minority member of the subcommittee
upon technical or other aspects of the
case. But when the Senator from Mis-
souri says “for various purposes,” that
is pretty broad. Of course, I would not
want those who are counsel for either
the majority or the minority to go be-
yond furnishing advice to the members
of the committee and try to have a voice
on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. HENNINGS. I take it the major-
ity leader suggests that counsel may not
address the Senate.

Mr. ENOWLAND. That they may not
address the Senate or may not, as it is
commonly called, lobby Members on the
floor.

Mr. HENNINGS. I think we can all
agree that these gentlemen will observe
all the proprieties of the Senate. They
will be here only as legal counsel or con-
sultants, and will in no way interfere
with the procedure of the Senate.

Mr. KNOWLAND. They will act in
the normal way that a committee clerk
acts for a committee chairman, namely,
to be available to answer questions or for
consultation on technical matters.

Mr. HENNINGS. Precisely. I think
that is understood by all of us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the Senator
from Missouri is asking not merely that
the counsel for the contestants have per-
mission to be on the floor, but that coun-
sel for the committee and counsel for
the minority of the committee likewise
be permitted to have the right to the
floor.

Mr. BARRETT. I intended that my
unanimous-consent request should in-
clude the attorneys for both parties. I
think I said that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understood that, but he did not
understand the request to include coun-
sel for the committee on the side of the
minority.

Mr. HENNINGS. I may explain what
I did mean. The chairman of the sub-
committee, the Senator from Wyoming,
suggested that Mr. Bighee, who was one
of counsel for Mr. Hurley, be allowed to
come on the floor of the Senate for the
purpose of advising and consulting with
the chairman of the subcommittee rep-
resenting the majority. The representa-
tive of the minority, the Senator from
Missouri, countered with the suggestion
that counsel representing the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] be al-
lowed the same privilege. I heard that
such counsel would be present. I have
not seen any of them, or talked with
any of them. However, if Mr, Bigbee is
to come upon the floor, the minority
would like to be accorded the same con-
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sideration and have permission for coun=-
sel for the Senator from New Mexico to
come upon the floor, if it seems necessary
or desirable.

Mr. BARRETT. To which the Sena-
tor from Wyoming agreed.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
think there is a meeting of the minds
as to what we are mutually agreed upon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request as stated by
the Senator from Missouri and as agreed
to by the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, are
we to understand that, in addition to the
lawyers and the advisers of the commit-
tee, there will be permitted on the floor
of the Senate as many lawyers as have
represented Senator CrAvEz and Mr.
Hurley? Is that the understanding?

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
might say I do not think I suggested that
any lawyers come upon the floor, other
than committee counsel or those who
have been suggested by the committee.

Mr, ELLENDER. I am nof offering an
objection, but I wish to be certain
whether permission is to be granted to
all lawyers on both sides.

Mr. HENNINGS. I may say to the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
that I simply desired to be assured that
the minority is to be accorded the same
right, in terms of counsel for Senator
CHAVEZ, who may or may not come upon
the floor, as has been requested by the
chairman of the subcommittee on be-
half of counsel for General Hurley. As
a matter of courtesy, I have acceded to
that request of the chairman of the sub-
committee. Lawyers like to get along as
best they can in developing a case. If
the chairman thinks it is necessary, or
I think it is advisable, I would like to
make sure, both for his side and for the
minority, that such persons will be ac-
gorded the privilege of coming upon the

oor.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, T
think it is important, as a matter of
precedent and otherwise, that the ques-
tion under discussion be clarified. I fully
agree that whatever courtesies the ma-
jority have extended to them should
likewise be extended to the minority, so
far as counsel for the committee, repre=
senting the majority, and counsel rep-
resenting the minority, are concerned.
I believe we are all in agreement on that,

I should personally have no objection
to there being present on the floor a
representative of Mr. Hurley, with whom
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee might desire to consult at
times on certain techniecal aspects of the
case. Certainly, if that course is to be
followed, the minority is entitled to the
same privilegze. However, I would sug-
gest that the door not be opened too
wide, because, in reading the testimony
the other day, I discovered that at one
time or another 5 or 6 attorneys were
allowed in the committee. I would sug=-
gest that the privilege be limited to one
counsel at a time, in order that there
may not be half a dozen attorneys pres-
ent, making it difficult for Senators to
follow the proceedings. There should be
a complete balance between the majority
and the minority.
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Mr. ELLENDER. That is the reason
why I sought to have the matter clari-
filed. I know there were as many as 6
or 7 lawyers on either side, and cer-
tainly we would not want that many
counsel on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I agree with the
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wonder if we could
have the number limited to one to each
side.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, so far
as I am concerned, one on each side
would be quite satisfactory. I am sure
that would be agreeable to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS. I think it would be
a bad precedent, and would not be in
the best interest of the orderly presen-
tation of the case. It think it would
be likely to be confusing. However, it
has always been my effort, in the prac-
tice of my profession, to accord every
reasonable courtesy, and even to extend
to counsel on the other side, insofar as
I could what might be beyond what I
sometimes thought reasonable and
proper consideration.

When the Senator from Wyoming
asked me this morning if Mr. Bigbee,
one of several lawyers whom General
Hurley had employed, could come upon
the floor of the Senate, I said it would
be agreeable to me, however, with the
proviso that the same privilege might
be extended to certain of counsel for
Senator Cravez, if they were here and
desired to come upon the floor, in the
same number as those on the floor rep-
resenting General Hurley. I doubt very
much that I shall exercise my portion
of this bilateral understanding. I doubt
very much that I shall undertake to
avail to outside counsel upon the floor.
However, I did not want to limit the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
majority representative by saying, “No;
I won't stand for it.” I do not like to
operate in that way.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President——

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming has the floor.

Mr. THYE. Reserving the right to
object, there is a request for a unani-
mous-consent agreement pending, is
there not?

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I
should like to make a statement, and
I therefore withdraw the unanimous-
consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming withdraws the
unanimous-consent request.

Mr. BARRETT. I might state at this
time that there would not be any vio-
lation of precedents in the United States
Senate if my request were granted, be-
cause in a previous contest before this
body, Mr. J. Thomas Heflin, who was
present and not a Member of the Senate,
was accorded the privilege of speaking
before the Senate for 2 hours, and at the
conclusion of the 2 hours, he was granted
an additional 2 hours. So no question
of precedents is involved. The matter
is not of any great importance, so I
withdraw the request.
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Mr, THYE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield to the
Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield for a question.

Mr, THYE. If the counsel who have
been referred to are the same as the
committee counsel, if they have served
in the investigations which have been
held, in order to develop the facts, and
have so served as a part of the commit-
tee staff, it is not an unreasonable re-
quest that they be permitted to sit on
the Senate floor and assist members of
the committee, whether minority or ma-
jority members. I think it is proper pro-
cedure that a committee member,
whether he be of the minority or of the
majority, be permitted to have present
on the floor such counsel. I believe a
unanimous consent request that counsel
for the majority and the minority
might be permitted to be on the floor
should be granted. I think it would be
helpful to the Senate.

Mr. BARRETT. I might say to the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
that I thought there would be no ob-
jection to the request. I consulted the
Senator from Missouri and was under
that impression. However, it is not a
matter of any importance at all, so I
have withdrawn the request.

I should like to announce, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I prefer not to yield while I
make my statement, as there are a num-
ber of rather complex legal problems in-
volved.

Mr. President, seldom it is that the
United States Senate is called to sit in a
semijudicial capacity to pass on the elec-
tion of one of its own Members. This
is no ordinary occasion. Yet in our life-
time a good many contests have been
filed, and, as a result, several Senators
have lost their seats.

We did not seek to serve on this com-
mittee. Not only are the duties extreme-
ly difficult, but they are severally un-
pleasant, as well. The issue confronting
us today, Mr. President, is far above and
beyond the scope of partisan politics.
We have consistently endeavored to keep
this proceeding on a high plane. We
have endeavored to approach this task
with free and open minds, in order to
preserve the integrity of the Senate.
Almost interminable roadblocks were
placed in the way of the committee as
we set out to do our work.

Our duty is clear and unmistakable.
As an arm of this body, we are charged
with the responsibility of determining
the facts in connection with the last sen-
atorial election in New Mexico, of ap-
plying the applicable law to those facts,
and then of rendering to this body our
findings and reports. This we have done.
The Constitution clearly places on the
Senate the responsibility for the de-
cision. That is done by article I of sec-
tion 5, which provides, “that each house
shall be the judge of elections, returns,
and qualifications of its own Members."”

Mr. President, we trust that the Sen-
ate will bear with us while we report the
facts as we find them to be, and call at-
tention to the applicable law as we see
it. Then, in the words of the Supreme
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Court of the United States, the United
States Senate will be obliged to “there-
after render a judgment which is beyond
the authority of any other tribunal to
review.”

The basic problem involved in this pro=-
ceeding, Mr. President, is whether we
shall protect the people in free elections
by means of a secret ballot. We are not
unmindful of the fact that our country
has assumed world leadership in de-
manding for free men everywhere the
right to govern themselves under free
elections with a secret ballot. That is the
fundamental doctrine upon which the
principles of liberty and freedom thrive
and exist. No one could be so inconsist-
ent as to insist upon free elections and
secret ballots for the unfortunate people
of other lands, and not, at the same time,
insist that the rights of our own citizens
to free elections and secret ballots also be
guaranteed.

In the early days of the Republic, our
forefathers were jealous of their rights
and prerogatives as citizens of the United
States. Everyone took part in town
meetings. To vote was considered not
only a great privilege, but a solemn duty.
In those days it was a custom for the
people to send petitions to Congress, and
invariably those petitions would start out
with the statement: “We, the under-
signed citizens of the United States, do
hereby petition.” They indicated, there-
by, their great pride in the fact that they
were citizens of the United States, and
that they were intensely interested in
their Government, and that they meant
to take their full part in the affairs of
their country.

Down through the ages, men have
fought and died for the right to govern
themselves; and for more than 2,000
years, free men have recognized the im-
portance of a secret ballot. In ancient
Greece, a system of secret voting was
employed, especially when a question of
exile arose. The Roman tribes de-
termined tribal choice by a secret ballot.
By the way, Mr. President, the word
“ballot” comes from the old Roman word
“Lallotta,” which means a ball used in
taking a secret vote.

In the early days of our country,
Pennsylvania and Delaware were the
first to use ballots. The Australian bal-
lot system was first adopted in the State
of Michigan. Even in those days it was
recognized that exposure of the ballot
was largely responsible for fraud and
bribery and for corruption, wherever
found to exist.

The secret ballot was the subject of
agitation and earnest debate over a long
period of years. Labor unions and kin-
dred organizations representing the rank
and file of the people insisted upon a
secret ballot, so that they could exercise
the great privilege of citizenship in an
atmosphere free of influence, coercion,
fraud, or intimidation. The several
States wrote laws which enabled and, in
most cases compelled, the voter to ex-
press his choice in absolute secrecy.
Therefore, the adoption of the Australian
ballot system was a milestone on the
pathway of the progress of a free people.

History is replete with examples of
great empires, such as Greece and Rome,
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that have fallen by the wayside, largely
because they departed from the old tra-
dition of allowing the people freely to ex-
press and work their will. To my way
of thinking, the secret ballot is the
cornerstone upon which the structure of
constitutional government has been built
here in America.

If one were to set out to destroy the
priceless guaranties of freedom of
speech, freedom of the press, freedom
of assembly, and freedom of religion, as
incorporated in our Bill or Rights, he
would first seek to destroy the secrecy of
the ballot.

In the century following the forma-
tion of the Union, this country witnessed
the greatest mass movement of people in
the history of mankind. They traveled
thousands of miles from their home-
lands, to set up homes in the New World.
They came from many countries, and
spoke different languages. There was a
wide difference in their customs and
their ways of life, They set out on their
great adventure with a definite and spe-
cific objective in mind. Certainly they
hoped for material success, but by no
means was this the underlying motive.
They knew that nowhere else on earth
do the common people enjoy the bless-
ings of liberty as they do in this great
land of ours. They knew our Govern-
ment was founded upon the principle of
the seriousness of human life and the
sacredness of personality and the dignity
of man. They came here because they
wanted to rear their children in the
clear sunlight of freedom and liberty,
with all the opportunities that flow from
those priceless guaranties of the Con-
stitution, not the least of which is the
right to a secret ballot. They came here
because they wanted to live in peace
with their neighbors, and to become good
citizens in our new land of freedom.

It was freely predicted, Mr. President,
that it would be impossible to hold
together, in the Union, States composed
of people of such divergent extractions.
As a result, it was no secret in those days
that Great Britain fully expected there
would be a complete disruption of the
union of States.

Our forefathers recognized full well
the social and cultural differences exist-
ing among the people of the various
States of the Union. That is why article
I, section 2, of the Constitution empow-
ered the State legislatures to enact, for
the conduct of their elections, laws
which would meet the individual char-
acteristics of the people of each State.
The natives of New Mexico are a hard-
working, honest, God-fearing, law-abid-
ing people. The early-day settlers of
Spanish extraction have bounteously
contributed their full share in the build-
ing of their State. For centuries, great
numbers of the native populations were
largely dependent for just and fair
treatment upon the wealthy dons, for
whom they worked. Those good people
patiently spent their lives seeking to
avoid friction with their superiors. Upon
the slightest suggestion they were quite
willing to subordinate their desires to
those of the persons having authority
over them. Against that background, the
Legislature of New Mexico was obliged
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to write an election code which would
adequately protect these humble people
in the exercise of their new responsibili-
ties as citizens of one of our great States.
To my way of thinking, New Mexico
has an election code equal, if not su-
perior, to that of any other State in the
Union, insofar as ballot secrecy is con-
cerned.

The people of New Mexico intended to
assure for themselves a secret ballot,
when on January 11, 1911, they adopted
article 7, section 1, of their constitution,
reading in part:

The legislature shall enact such laws as
will secure the secrecy of the ballot, the pu-
rity of elections, and guard against the abuse
of the elective franchise,

There, in strong and unmistakable
language, the New Mexico Constitution
commands the Legislature of New Mex-
ico to enact suitable legislation guaran-
teeing the secrecy of the ballot to the
citizens of that State. The legislatures
of New Mexico have diligently and faith-
fully executed the sanctions of their
constitution.

The well-accepted rule as set forth in
Black's handbook is that the words
“shall” and “must” as used in election
codes are generally considered impera-
tive or mandatory. He points out on
page 525, section 147a, the rule:

A statute or statutory provision is said to
be mandatory when it commands and re-
quires that certain action be taken by those
to whom the statute is addressed, without
leaving them any choice or discretion in the
matter, or when, in respect to action taken
under the statute, there must be exact and
literal compliance with its terms, or else
the act done will be absolutely void.

Then again, it is agreed that “when a
legislative provision is accompanied with
a penalty for failure to observe it, the
provision is mandatory.” Finally—and
this is most important—the legislature
can leave no room for doubt that it was
intended that its enactments were
mandatory by expressly declaring that
the discharge of the duties imposed shall
be mandatory. The election code of New
Mexico uses the word “shall” in nearly
every section. Furthermore, most sec-
tions provide a penalty for failure to per-
form the duties. Then, again, some of
the statutes declare by express terms
that the duties imposed are mandatory,
as I shall show a little later,

The most important section of the
election code of New Mexico is the one
relating to election booths. The vot-
ing booth is the device universally asso-
cilated with the secrecy of the ballot.
The Legislature of New Mexico has
adopted statutes which make the use of
voting booths mandatory. We shall cite
cases hereafter from courts of other
States holding statutes far less com-
manding in tenor than New Mexico’s to
be mandatory. The following excerpts
from the New Mexico Code, section 56—
311—laws 1941 amended—makes crystal
clear that the provisions of the law are
to be strictly adhered to and are manda-
tory in character:

Said booths shall be so constructed that,
when set up for use, the voter occupying
said booth shall be screened from view of
persons on the outside of the booth during
the operation of voting the ballots.
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Sald booths shall be furnished with sup=
plies and with some convenient arrange-
ment enabling voters to mark and fold their
ballots in secrecy.

Boards of county commissioners shall pro=-
vide a polling place in each precinct or elec-
tion district and a sufficlent number of
booths or compartments for use at the elec-
tion, which shall not be less than 1 such
booth or compartment for each 125 voters or
fraction thereof registered in sald precinct
or election district.

The board of county commissioners, how-
ever, are charged with the duty of supplying
to each precinet or voting division the
booths herein described, and the provisions
of this section as to the discharge of such
duties shall be mandatory. The willful
neglect or omission of such duty shall be
cause for removal of such county commis-
sioners from office in a proper proceeding,
brought under the provisions of section —.
The willful viclation of the provisions of this
section by any board of county commission-
ers or member thereof shall be a misde-
meanor, and upon conviction thereof, shall
be punishable by a fine of not exceeding
$300 or by imprisonment not exceeding 60
days, or both.

It is very evident from a reading of
the statute that the word “shall” is
used; that the statute says that the law
is mandatory; and that a penalty is pre-
scribed for violation of the statute—all
three distinguishing marks of a manda-
tory statute.

{ Section 56-312 states in part as fol-
OWS:

Instructions to voters: 1. * * * after re-
ceiving your ballot go directly into a booth.
Do not mark your ballot so that anyone
may observe how you have marked it.

The first instruction to a voter, is “Go
directly into a booth,” before marking
the ballot.

Section 56-319, excerpts are taken in
part from the statute prescribing in-
structions to election officials:

(4) See that election booths or compart-
ments are properly installed and furnished
with shelf or table for marking ballots, cards
of instructions to voters, and pens and ink
and indelible pencils.

(5) * * * do not admit more than eight
persons to the room in which the voting is
being conducted at one time and admit a
lesser number if necessary to prevent crowd-
ing or confusion.

- - - - -

(10) Do not permit any voter to vote ex-
cept in the booth.

That is a positive instruction to the
election officials, and I repeat it:

Do not permit any voter to vote except in
the booth.

(11) * * * the elector shall immediately
go into the voting booth and mark his ballot.

That is an instruetion that is manda-
tory if there ever was one.

(29) Failure to follow the foregoing in-
structions may result in the rejection of the
entire vote in your voting division. These
instructions must be followed carefully.

The word “must” is just as mandatory
as the word “shall.”

The intent of the legislature to secure
secrecy of the ballot is further demon-
strated by the duties imposed upon the
county clerks by section 56-324, laws
1951, as amended:

(1) It shall be the further duty of the
county clerk to direct the attention of the
county commissioners to the mandatory pro-
visions of the election code relative to booths.
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I invite attention to the word * r—

It shall be the further duty of the county
clerk to direct the attention of the county
commissioners to the mandatory provisions
of the election code relative to booths.

‘That language was written so that no
man could be mistaken about what was
intended.

(2) It shall be the duty of the county clerk
to ascertain what arrangements have been
made for the furnishing and delivery of
booths as ordered by the county commis-
sloners and to provide for carrying such ar-
rangements into effect.

(3) It shall be the duty of the county clerk
to deliver or arrange for delivery * * * to
the judges of elections * * * (d) the voting
booths.

It shall be further the duty of the county
clerk to direct the attention of the county
commissioners to the mandatory provision
of the election code relative to booths.

The willful failure of the county clerk to
comply with the provisions of this section in
the matter of furnishing election supplies
and booths shall be deemed a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be pun-
ished by imprisonment not to exceed 1 year
or a fine not exceeding $1,000 or both.

Sec. 56-336. Removal of ballots from elec=
tion room—except as in this act (chapter)
elsewhere provided, no person shall be per-
mitted by the judges of election during the
conduct of any election to remove from the
room in which the election is being conduct-
ed, any official ballot. No ballot so removed
and marked, except in the proper booths un-
der the supervision of the election officials, as
provided in this act (chapter), shall be de=
posited in any ballot box or counted or can-
vassed by any election officials or canvassing
board.

There, in the clearest language possi-
ble, we find the injunction that no bal-
lot shall be marked except in proper
booths under the supervision of election
officials, as provided in this act, and that
no ballot improperly marked shall be
counted or canvassed by any election of-
ficials., That is just as plain as it could
be.

I read an excerpt from section 56-347:

In any election contest a prima facie show=-
ing that the election officials of any election
division have failed to substantially comply
with the provisions of the election code de-
signed for protecting the secrecy and sance
tity of the ballot and the correct recording
of the names and ballot numbers in the poll
books and the entering of the ballot numbers
in the book of bound original affidavits or
registration, as herein provided, shall cast
upon the candidates of the political party
which had majority representation upon the
board of election officlals for such election
division the burden of proving that no fraud,
intimidation, coercion, or undue influence
was exercised by said election officials and
that the secrecy and purity of the ballot
were safeguarded and no intentional evasion
of the substantial requirements of the law
was made. Upon failure to make a show-
ing upon which the trial court shall so find,
the votes of such entire election division
shall be rejected, provided that no such re-
jection shall be so made where it appears to
the trial court that the election officials ig-
nored the statutory requirements with the
probable intent of procuring the rejection of
the vote of such electlon division.

The committee was not concerned with
the rule governing procedure set forth
in 56-347, but solely with the substantive
provision that in the event the secrecy
and purity of the ballot were not safe-
guarded the returns from the precinct
must be rejected in toto.
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That is the only conclusion we can
draw from that section, namely, that in
the final analysis the court, in the first
instance, would be called upon to decide,
and the Senate is now called upon to
decide, that if in any precinct the secrecy
and purity of the ballot were not safe-
guarded by reason of these violations of
the code in conducting the election, the
vote in the entire precinet must be re-
jected.

It seems plain and evident to us that,
under the provisions of sections 56-336
and 56-347, referred to above, when the
facts are established, that the secrecy
and sanctity of the ballot were not pro-
tected, at least in cases where no voting
booths at all were furnished, the ballots
in such precincts must be rejected ac-
cording to the mandatory and clear pro-
visions of New Mexico law.

It must be noted that the above stat-
utes are written in the most command-
ing terms known to the English lan-
guage. If these statutes are not manda-
tory, then we assert that no statutes in
any of the 48 States of the Union can be
construed to be mandatory, for New
Mexico’s statutes in this respect are the
strongest of all. We were therefore
amazed to hear the chief counsel for the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
excuse the flagrant disregard of these
secrecy laws, including the necessity of
providing voting booths, on the basis of
custom. It is interesting to note that
in 1935 Dennis CHAVEZ, now Senator,
contested the seat of Bronson Cutting on
many of the identical grounds now as-
serted by General Hurley in this contest.

In paragraph 9 on page 4 of his peti-
tion against Senator Cutting, Senator
CrAvEz through his attorney, A. T. Han-
nett, who by the way is his attorney in
this contest, alleged:

While a large number of persons cast their
vote by marking the same openly on a table
in the presence of judges, clerks, and by-
standers,

Revealing is the statement made by
Mr. Hannett, then and now, attorney for
Senator CHAVEZ, commencing at the bot-
tom of page 61 of the hearings in the
contest of Chavez against Cutting. Mr.
President, this will be quite illuminating.

Mr. HanNETT. We contend that not alone
these particular votes we have named, but
in San Miguel County that 65 out of 67 pre-
cincts should be absolutely thrown out. We
expect to show before this committee—and
I am not testifying—that the secrecy of the
ballot was absolutely destroyed and disre-
garded. We will show that by the testimony
of their own officers, the board of county
commissioners and county clerks; and the
statute says there shall be voting booths in
each precinct, and we will show by those
same officers that there were none except in
1 or 2 precincts.

Senator CoNNALLY. If you do not show
fraud, that would not invalidate the election.

I call attention again to the question
raised by Senator Connally at that time,
addressing Mr. Hannett, who was then
and is now the attorney for the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEzZ]:

Senator ConNwaLLy. If you do not show
ilraud, that would not invalidate the elec-

Omn.

Mr. HANNETT. We claim that is fraud.
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I call attention also to the following
colloquy from the hearing in the 1935
case:

Senator Kinc. Are not some of those pro=-
visions to which you have directed atten=
tion declaratory rather than mandatory?

Mr. HANNETT. Some of them, and some are
mandatory, It is mandatory that they vote
in secret.

Senator Emvc. Proceed.

Mr. HannerT. It is mandatory that the
vote be secret. It is mandatory that they
register. There is no question about that.
There was a concerted effort to defeat those
provisions.

We were not surprised at all, therefore,
when Governor Hannett in this contest
on May 27 last, contended that the law
requiring voting booths is mandatory.
See page 162 of the hearings, Hurley
against Chavez.

In the 33 precincts I spoke of the law was—
where Mr. Hurley carried by very enormous
majority—the following statutes were, as I
understand it, and we expect to be able to
prove it, the following statutes were openly
violated: The county commissioners are re-
quired, and the law is mandatory to furnish
a voting booth for each 125 registered voters.
In precinct 33D of Bernalillo County there
was cast a total of 1,227 votes. And there
was only six voting booths in that precinct.
We will have no difficulty in proving beyond
peradventure of a doubt, given an oppor-
tunity, that the law requiring voters to vote
within a booth was generally if not totally
disregarded.

Our subcommittee with all 3 voting in
the affirmative adopted as one of the
rules of the recount on May 28 of last
year paragraph 4 (t) as follows:

Flagrant violations of secrecy of the ballot
in a precinct shall be considered by the sub-
committee as a basis for rejecting the entire
vote of such precinct irrespective of the ex-
istence or inadequacy of the voting booths
or compartments in that precinct.

Mr. President, that “covers the water-
front.” TUnder all the ecircumstances
mentioned, the committee unanimously
agreed—the majority members and the
minority members—that flagrant vio-
lations of secrecy would be sufficient rea-
son to throw out the vote of the entire
precinet.

Staff investigators interviewed thou-
sands of voters in every corner of the
State. In fact the committee files con-
tain about 3,000 signed statements sup-
porting the nonsecrecy findings of this
committee. We found that in 273 pre-
cinets located throughout 25 of the
State’s 32 counties, the voters were de-
nied the right to a secret ballot. At least
55,000 persons, or 1 out of every 5 voters,
were forced to cast their ballot in viola-
tion of their constitutional right to a
secret ballot or, in the alternative, to
refrain from voting. It is common
knowledge that large segments of the
population refuse to participate in New
Mezxico elections because of the inability
to cast a secret ballot and because of
the general impression that their ballots
would in any event be illegally changed
to defeat the voters’ purpose.

In 163 precincts no voting booths were
provided.

Mr, President, let me repeat that
statement. In 163 precincts no voting
booths were provided at all. Not the
slightest attempt was made in these pre-
cincts to guard against the violation of
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the secrecy of the ballot, and the laws
were generally disregarded. In fact, the
election officials in these precincts wil-
fully prevented the voters from casting
?t. secret ballot. As one voter described

The wvoters are herded into the voting
places like s0 many sheep through a corral.

Voters marked their ballot in full view
of the election officials, party chal-
lengers, political workers, and other
voters at the polling place. More than
22,000 people were forced to cast their
ballots under such conditions. In these
precincts Senator CrHavEZ received 13,-
426 votes, General Hurley received 8,855
votes, resulting in a Chavez plurality of
4,571 votes. What the results would have
been if secrecy had been protected no
man can say.

In a second group of precinets no vot-
ing booths were provided by the county
government, but some attempt to pro-
vide makeshift voting facilities were at-
tempted by the precinet officials in a
very limited and deliberately ineffective
manner. However, in these precincts
the violation of the rights of the voters
was so great that the committee could
only conclude that votes in these pre-
cincts should be disregarded. Seventy
precinets in 19 counties where 7,962 vot-
ers voted were found by the subcommit-
tee to be within this classification.

A third group of precincts involved
situations where voting booths had been
supplied, but in entirely inadequate
numbers, and the officials made no at-
tempt to comply with the laws regarding
protection of the secret ballot and the
voters were in large numbers denied a
secret ballot. Senator CHavez chal-
lenged the votes of more than 16,000
persons in this classification. The com-
mittee examined these precinets and the
evidence supplied by Senator CHAVEZ
and agreed that votes cast under such
conditions should be rejected. Classi=-
fied in this category are those cases as
to which the election was completely
out of control of the officials. Voters
wandered about the building or outside
of the building where the election was
held. Every Member of the Senate
should take judicial notice of the fact
that there was hardly a precinct in the
entire State which on election day was
not infested with partisan political
workers who campaigned in the polling
places in violation of law.

No more subtle device has been devised
for the intimidation and coercion of
voters and the improper control of elec-
tions than the elimination of the facili-
ties for secrecy of the ballot. Make no
mistake about that. It was in the
mid-19th century that the advocates of
the “Australian ballot system” made
their fight for secrecy of the ballot. It
was the early labor leaders who fought
against the intimidation of workers at
the polls by representatives of industry.
It was the social worker who fought
against the intimidation of the un-
scrupulous mortgage broker. It was the
conscientious, hard-hitting citizens of
the State of New York who fought
against the Tammany bosses in the city
of New York. Mr. President, secrecy of
the ballot has become such a part of our
election system that the committee
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could find no present-day parallel in
fact or in law to which comparison
could be made.

The committee attempted to ascertain
why so many precincts were not fur-
nished with voting booths. It was sug=-
gested on behalf of supporters of Senator
CHAVEZ that the reason was inadequacy
of funds in ecertain counties. R

Investigation wholly failed to support
this contention. There was never found
an instance of application having been
made in any of these counties for funds
to obtain voting booths. The statutory
procedure for obtaining such funds in-
volves the setting up in the county
budget of items for this purpose. The
records show that in the counties in-
volved there had never been an applica-
tion for such a budget item. The com=
mittee was able affirmatively to estab-
lish that there had not been the slightest
attempt made by any of the county com-
missioners to obtain funds for the pur-
pose of complying with the statutes re-
lating to voting booths. The amount
required for any one county would not
have exceeded the sum of $100. Obvi-
ously, the booths were not furnished,
and the availability of funds had nothing
to do with this.

An illustration showing how ridiculous
this contention is relating to the excuse
of no voting booths on the basis of funds
is shown by referring to Santa Fe
County. In this county there were suffi-
cient funds to obtain voting machines
costing thousands of dollars for some of
the precincts of the city of Santa Fe
itself. However, outside the city itself
seven precincts did not have even voting
booths, which would have cost not more
than $5 for each precinct. The same
was also true in Dona Anna County,
where voting machines were furnished
in some precincts, but in 12 precincts
no voting booths were provided. The
same was true in Eddy County. The
excuse that the failure to have voting
booths had something to do with finances
strictly did not hold water and was not
supported by the facts.

Actually the committee cannot ignore
the fact that within the same county
adequate facilities would be provided in
certain precincts within the county and
would not be provided in other precincts
within the same county. In every case
the precincts which were not furnished
voting booths were mainly inhabited by
persons whose economic and educational
conditions made them peculiarly subject
to being victimized by intimidation and
coercion. That is something to consider.

It is the responsibility of the Senate,
Mr. President, to see that these people
are no longer politically exploited.

Let us now summarize and see what
the actual situation in New Mexico was.
As previously stated, approximately 1
person out of 5, more than 20 percent
of all the people voting, or 55,000 voters,
were deprived of their constitutional and
inherent right to cast their vote in secret.
‘Where so many illegal votes are involved
it is impossible to determine the winner
in so close a race as the one involved
here. Would any Member of this body
cast his vote to accept the results of an
€lection in Korea or in East Germany
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under such circumstances as are estab-
lished in this case? If so, why is this
country insisting on secret elections
abroad?

There may be Members of this body
who suggest that, based upon the same
election, the casting of four electoral
votes for Mr. Eisenhower should be ques-
tioned. Fortunately these four votes did
not decide the Presidency of this Nation.
It is shocking beyond thought to con-
ceive of a situation where the Presidency
of the United States could be determined
by the casting of New Mexico's electoral
votes under circumstances existing in
the last New Mexico election. Such a
situation must be prevented. Such a cir-
cumstance would result in the -actual
disenfranchisement of millions of people
in the United States merely by the action
of the unscrupulous and dishonest elec-
tion officials in precincts where about
one-fifth of the voters in New Mexico
vote.

Because of the strong position taken by
Senator Cravez and his eminent counsel,
A. T. Hannett, not only in the contest
against Senator Bronson Cutting in 1935
but in the current contest of Hurley
against Chavez, contending that the
election statutes of New Mexico with ref-
erence to the secrecy of the ballot are
strict and mandatory, I was surprised,
indeed, to find the minority member of
our committee in his report contend, ap-
parently in a serious vein, that those
same statutes were not mandatory. We
had previously read all the cases cited in
the minority report. It is true that a
few of the cases are in point and concern
voting-booth cases, but we are con-
strained to say to the Senate that the
cases cited in the minority report follow
the minority rule as laid down by the
courts of America. A study of the ap-
propriate statutes shows that each and
every State has a voting booth or voting-
machine statute guaranteeing a secret
ballot. All the statutes are mandatory
in character, but the New Mexico statute
is by far the strongest and the most man-
datory in the Union for the following
reasons:

First. Proclaims it mandatory by di-
rect terms. How can there be any doubt
about it?—56-311.

Second. By use of other mandatory
terms, such as “must” and shall’—
56-311.

Third. Officers neglecting to provide
may be punished—56-311.

(a) Officers’ noncompliance with stat-
utes relating to secrecy under certain
conditions, vitiates all votes—56-3417.

‘We have made an exhaustive search of
all the cases cited on this question, and
without a doubt the majority rule in
America supports the positior taken by
the majority in its report.

The specific question of whether or not
the absence of voting booths and the
protection of secrecy requires the elimi-
nation of the entire returns of a precinct
or election district has not been directly
passed upon by the Supreme Court of the
State of New Mexico. There has been a
case decided by the New Mexico Su-
preme Court which involves a similar
principle, namely, whether or not the
failure of election officials to comply
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with a mandatory provision of the elec=
tion law requires thet the election re-
turns from such precinct be wholly dis-
regarded. This is the case of State ex
rel. Read v. Crist (179 P. 629, 29 N. M.
175), in which the relator, Alexander
Read, was the Republican candidate for
district attorney for the first judicial
distriet, and the respondent, Jacob H.
Crist, was the Democratic and fusion
candidate for the said office. At the
general election in November 1916 it ap-
peared that from 3,000 to 4,000 ballols,
facsimiles of the regular State and San-
ta Fe County Republican ballots, were
printed a few days before the election
upon the order of one George Albright,
assistant chairman of the Republican
State central committee, and were de-
livered a few days before the election to
the Republican State central committee.
The ballots were not printed by order of,
nor were they caused to be printed by,
the county clerk of Santa Fe County, as
the law required. A few days before the
election the ballots were pasted over in
part with stickers or pasters of certain
Democratic candidates and certain In-
dependent Republican candidates by
pasting over the names of certain Re-
publican candidates, including the re-
lator, the stickers or pasters of opposing
Democratic or Independent Republican
candidates.

The ballots so pasted and prepared
were distributed to the voters on the day
of election in precinets 17, 3, 18, and 4 of
the county of Santa Fe. Throughout the
day of the election these ballots were
given out and distributed to the voters
by the workers of the Independent Re-
publican Party, and many of the ballots
were voted without change, and many
were changed by voters and then voted.
If these ballots were held to be illegal
and not counted, the result would be
that the relator was elected to the office
of district attorney. The trial court
found that—

No evidence had been offered to show that
any voter who voted at said election was de-
ceived by said ballots or that he thereby

voted for any candidate other than the one
of his choice.

That was the finding of the district
court. The court, in effect, said, “There
is no evidence that the voter was de-
ceived or that he was caused to vote for
someone for whom he did not wish to
vote.” It is very interesting to read what
the Supreme Court of New Mexico held.

It was provided by section 1993 of the
code of 1915 that—

Ballots other than those printed by the
respective county clerks, according to the
provisions of this article, shall not be cast,
counted or canvassed in any election.

The only questions of law involved in
the case were, first, whether the provi-
sions of the statute were directory or
mandatory, and second, whether the
statute was constitutional. The Supreme
Court of New Mexico held the statute to
be both constitutional and mandatory in
its provisions, notwithstanding the fact
that, so far as the record disclosed, no
voter was deceived by the use of the un-
official ballots or voted for any candidate
other than one of his choice. In ruling
upon the question the court in the Read
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against Crist case made the following re-
marks—and they are important—

The voter should not lightly be deprived
of his right, nor should the successful candi-
date suffer, if by any reasonable interpreta-
tion of the laws governing elections it can
be prevented. On the other hand it is prob-
ably better that individual voters and candi-
dates should suffer in a given instance than
that the doors to fraud and imposition may
open and the secrecy and purity and security
of elections be destroyed. We feel confi-
dent, however, that the practical consensus
of opinion is that under a constitutional
provision like ours, which provides in sec-
tion 1 of article 7 that “the legislature shall
have power to require the registration of the
qualified electors as a requisite for voting,
and shall regulate the manner, time, and
place of voting. The legislature shall enact
such laws as will secure the secrecy of the
ballot, the purity of elections and guard
against the abuse of elective franchise” The
legislature has power to provide, as it did
provide by the section of the statute here-
tofore set out, that only official ballots ema-
nating from a proper official source should
be cast, counted, or canvassed. That the
statute is mandatory and requires us to
enforce it without interpolation and without
resort to subtle and unsound methods of in-
terpretation in order to save the voter and
the candidate from defeat must be admitted
by all. It follows that the votes questioned
were illegal votes, and could not be cast,
counted or canvassed, which results in the
success of the relator and the defeat of the
respondent.

We believe that the above-cited case
is very strong authority for the position
taken by the majority report herein with
respect to the use of election booths,
since it quite plainly holds that the fail-
ure of election officials to observe man-
datory provisions of the election laws
must result in the throwing out of votes
cast in disregard of such laws, notwith-
standing that there may be no actual
proof that any voter voted other than for
the candidate of his choice.

The rule of law laid down in the case
of State ex rel. Read against Crist, supra,
is quite general in all States where the
question has arisen. In Pickard v. Jones
((Ky., 1951) 243 S. W. 2d 46, 49) the
Kentucky court held that:

The failure of election officials to obey
mandatory provisions of a statue relating to
the conduct of the election and designed to
secure both the secrecy and Integrity of the
ballot may so taint the election as to re-
qguire rejection of at least the part affected.

In Wilkinson v. Magill ((Md., 1949) 64
A, 2d 266), the holding of the court, as
shown by the syllabus, was that—

The principle that irregularities which do
not prevent a full and free expression of
opinion of the will of electors and change the
result of the election will not invalidate a
completed election. The court stated that
rule does not apply when there is a preemp-
tory requirement designed to safeguard the
integrity of elections, the neglect of which
presents an opportunity for fraud.

Remember, Mr, Hannett said it was his
judgment that failure to furnish election
booths was fraud, and Mr. Hannett had
practiced law in New Mexico for more
than 50 years.

In State v. Richards ((Delaware, 1949)
64 A. 2d 400), the Delaware court said:

Even in the absence of fraud there may be
cases where the possible injury to the pub-
lic from the failure of election officials to
comply with statutory provisions is so great
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that the entire vote of an election district
will be rejected without any actual proof of
improper results from such fallure.

The minority takes issue with the ma-
jority report regarding the case of State
against Tipton, a Kansas case, reported
in 199 Pacific (2d) 463. There the
Kansas court stated:

Elections must be invalidated where there
has been a viclation or nonobservance of
statutory provisions which are mandatory,
either expressly or by clear implication, or
which directly affect the merits of the
election.

The minority views correctly pointed
out that the Kansas court stated that this
rule would be applied only where re-
quired by the statute. Obviously the
New Mexico statutes t¢ which I have re-
ferred are mandatory, and use language
wl;ich requires the application of the
rule.

In Bilek v. City of Chicago ((Illinois,
1947) 71 NE. 2d 789), another case cited
in our report and objected to by the mi-
nority, the holding of the court appears
from the syllabus as follows:

An irregularity in the conduct of an elec-
tion is not sufficient to vitiate it, but a failure
to perform a mandatory duty will do so.

As pointed ovt in the minority views,
this case involved a special bond election
where the statutory notice of election
had not been complied with. The court
held that the provision for notice was
mandatory and not directory, and there-
fore held the election invalid based upon
the rule relating to noncompliance with
mandatory provisions. The provision
for notice was not as commandingly and
repeatedly stated as the New Mexico pro-
visions relating to secrecy and voting
booths; therefore, I submit that the ap-
plication of the rule announced in the
Bilek case relating to voiding an election
for noncompliance with a mandatory re-
quirement of a law is even more impera-
tively demanded in the present case. To
rule otherwise would completely destroy
the basic American concept of free
elections.

The specific question of whether or not
failure to vote in an election booth ren-
ders a vote illegal has been passed upon
in a considerable number of cases, in the
majority of which such votes have been
held to be illegal and not to be counted.
In a few cases which hold to the con-
trary, the courts so holding have based
their decisions upon the fact that the
State law in their jurisdictions requir-
ing the use of election booths were di-
rectory and not mandatory. As we have
pointed out above, the provisions of the
New Mexico law with respect to election
booths are clearly mandatory.

In Moore v. Seymour ((Georgia, 1936)
186 S. E. T44), the Georgia Supreme
Court held as follows:

This law must be treated as mandatory
and it cannot be construed as merely di-
rectory. It was intended that in countles
holding elections under the Australian bal-
lot system there should be privacy in the
preparation of the ticket by a voter so that
he might exercise his own volition in the
choice of candidates and that he might
feel, when he is preparing his ballot to ex-
press his volitlon or election as to different
candidates, that he is free from all obser-
vation by prying eyes of those who might be
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Interested in having him vote for other can-
didates. Whether this is necessary in order
to preserve the purity and freedom of
elections, the legislature has enacted the
law in terms that are definite and unmis-
takable; and we might easily point out
good reasons for having enacted a statute,
But we do not have to do this. It is
enough to say that the general assembly
has enacted it and their will, properly ex-
pressed, is the law -of the State. This pe-
tition in which injunction is sought, shows
that there was an absence and complete
disregard of the law. There might be a
failure of the county authorities to ob-
serve in all particulars the requirement o
the law; and a failure to observe some of
them might be held to be an irregularity.
But where there is a total disregard of the
statute it cannot be treated as an irregu-
larity, but it must be held and adjudicated
to be cause for declaring the election void
and illegal.

Now, referring to the New Mexico
election, the charge is that in 273 pre-
cinets there was not a solitary voting
booth. That is an irregularity, as held
by all the decisions of the courts cited.

In Harrison v. Stroud ((Ky., 1908)
110 S. W. 828), there was involved a con-
test between opposing candidates for
the office of marshal of Williamstown.
It appeared that about 50 to 60 voters,
out of a total of less than 200, were al-
lowed to expose their ballots by voting
or marking them openly upon the table,
in plain view of election officers and
others. In holding the election void, the
court said:

And when officers permit such numbers
of voters to violate the secrecy of the ballot
as was done in this case as to materially
affect the result of the election, it is not a
lawful election and will be held void on that
account (citing cases). Such an election is
but a partial election. Instead of ascertain-
ing the popular will it frustrates its legal
expression. It would substitute the result
of fraud or gross official ignorance and mis-
conduct for the result of legal votes legally
cast. That which is the citizen’s shield and
weapon of defense in popular government is
set aside and he 1s undone in the disregard
of the law. In the case at bar, all who were
permitted to vote openly, as it is called, had
not a bad purpose. They intended to vote.
They had the legal right to vote. They were
misled by the officers of the election so that
their suffrage in this instance was destroyed.
Had such voters been permitted to vote prop-
erly the result may have been quite differ-
ent from that found by the judgment of
the supreme court; or for that matter it
may have been in accordance with it. But
the point is, it takes votes to make an elec-
tion; not some votes, but all that are en-
titled and offered to be cast, and which, if
cast, comply with the requirements of the
law. Judgments of courts and contest
boards are not substitutes for electors’ votes.
Immaterial derelictions in influencing the
result may, and ought to be, disregarded; but
transgressions of the election law which
practically disenfranchises enough voters of-
fering to vote so that the result might have
been different but for the illegal acts, would
eimply substitute an election by some for
the election contemplated by the law, which
is all.

That last statement is important. Let
me read it again:

But transgressions of the election law
which practically disenfranchises enough
voters offering to vote so that the result
might have been different but for the il-
legal acts, would simply substitute an elec-
tion by some for the election contemplated
by the law, which is all.




3620

I continue to read from that decision:

The law deems it better that such elec-
tions should not stand. When it becomes
known that they will not, the main incen-
tive to those who indulge such practices is
removed. When they can no longer profit
by them, they will quit them from motives
of interest.

In Muncy v. Duff ((Ky. 1922) 239 S.W.
49), there was involved a contest for
the office of jailer in Leslie County. The
holding of the court appears in the
syllabus as follows:

9. The constitutional provision requiring
a secret official ballot is mandatory and noth-
ing short of a substantial compliance there-
with is a valid election.

In Smith v. Jones ((Ky., 1927) 299
S.W. 170), there was involved a contest
between opposing candidates for the Re-
publican nomination for Circuit Court of
Whitley County at a primary election.
Jones filed a countercontest. In con-
nection with that, the court said:

There were no curtains of any kind; the
voters would stamp their ballots on these
boxes and were necessarily standing prac-
tically shoulder to shoulder, so that each
could see what the other did, and anybody
in the room could also see, as there was no
screen or obstruction of any sort. To sustain
such an election would be to give no force
to the constitutional provision that all elec-
tions shall be by secret official ballot. Sec-
tion 147. When a man votes openly on the
table it may easlly be so arranged that the
purchaser of a vote may know how the voter
voted, and the voter may only receive his pay
after the purchaser knows that the wvoter
voted right. A purchasable voter often votes
on the table for this reason. The constitu-
tional provision and the statute are intended
to prevent this. The court is clearly of the
opinion that only the form of a secret bal-
lot election was held in this precinct and
that the precinct should be thrown out.

In Choisser v. York ((Illinois, 1904)
71 N. E. 940), there was involved a con-
test for the office of county school super-
intendent. The court quotes the statute
regarding election booths which is simi-
lar to the New Mexico statute, but is not
expressly declared to be mandatory. It
then says:

This provision of the statute is an impor-
tant one and should not be disregarded. It
has been held that a failure of election offi-
clals to erect booths in compliance with the
law was an irregularity which did not vitiate
the election. (Moyer v. Van de Vanter (12
‘Wash. 377, 41 P. 60, 29 LRA 670, 50 Am. Bt.
Reps. 900).) We are of the opinion, how-
ever, this statute is so far mandatory that
it must substantially be complied with. To
permit a room adjoining the room in which
the election is held to be used as a booth
would open wide the door for fraud by per-
mitting unauthorized persons to have access
to the voter, and it would substantially de-
stroy the seclusion of the citizen while pre-
paring his ballot; at least, such might be the
result.

In Siedschlag v. May ((Illinois, 1936),
2 N. E. 2d 836), there was a contest for
the office of supervisor of the town of
*iBurt.on. The Illinois court held as fol-
oOWS:

‘The trial court erred in ruling that Edith
Skidmore's ballot should be counted for ap-
pellant; the proof shows that she voted out-
side the booth, and one of the witnesses saw
that she voted for appellant. In Choisser v,
York (71 N. E. 940) we held that such ballots
were error,”
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In Tuthill v. Rendlenan ((Illinois,
1944), 387 Ill. 321, 56 N. E. 2d 375) there
was involved an election contest over the
office of county judge of Union County.
The court said:

It is well settled that a ballot cast outside
the voting booth is illegal, and where there
is evidence as to how the ballot was voted it
should be deducted from the total of the
candidate voted for.

In re Cramer’s Election Case (248 Pa.
208 (1915), 93 A. 937, Am. Cas. 1916E,
419), held, as stated by the court:

The position taken assumed that the pro-
visions of the act above recited are directory
merely and not mandatory, and that no dis-
regard of these will vitiate the poll except as
actual fraud is shown, and then only as the
fraudulent votes cannot be separated from
those legally cast. To this we cannot agree.
The purpose of the act in requiring such
safeguards as those prescribed is strictly pro-
tective. The act was not framed with a view
to discover fraud when practiced, or to pro-
vide a method for the correction of the re-
turns when fraudulent votes have been cast,
but its sole purpose was to prevent frauds in
the first instance, and the requirements were
designed to this end.

That the legislatures undertook and in-
tended the provisions of the act to be man-
datory is evident, not only from the fact that
the language used is imperative, but for the
still stronger reason that by the 33d section,
it is made a misdemeanor for any public offi-
cer upon whose duty it is imposed by the act
to negligently or willfully fail to perform
such duty, or negligently or willfully perform
it in such a way as to hinder the objects of
the statute, or negligently or willfully violate
any of the provisions thereof.

The recent case of Telles v. Carter (262
P. 2d 985), has passed upon the question
of whether a New Mexico statute, very
similar to section 56-311, is mandatory.
The statute involved in the Telles case is
section 56-313, reading as follows:

On ballots designated for voting on any
proposed constitutional amendment or other
question, the elector shall mark a cross in
the square for or against the proposed
amendment or other question as the case
may be. The cross used in marking ballots
shall be two (2) lines intersecting at an
angle within the circle or square and either
or both lines may extend outside the square
or circle.

It is readily to be seen that by the use
of the word “shall” and the mandatory
terms and language of this statute, it is
similar to the voting-booth statutes—
56-311—except that the voting-booth
statute is even stronger. The voting-
booth statute contains the same manda-
tory words, terms and language, and in
addition plainly and clearly states,

The board of county commissioners how=-
ever are charged with the duty of supplying
to each preclnct or voting division the booths
herein described, and the provisions of this
section as to the discharge of such duties
shall be mandatory.

By the admission of all parties in the
Telles case, there was no question of
fraud. Further, it was particularly
pointed out by the court that—

New Mexico has no statute specifically
stating that such a ballot shall not be
counted.

The Supreme Court of New Mexico, in
holding the statute in the Telles case to
be mandatory, noted the propesition
that the “intention” of the voter should
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not be cast aside if his intention in mark-
ing his ballot could be ascertained. This,
the court pointed out, is a well-defined
theory based upon the proposition that
the right to vote is so sacred that a vote
should be counted if it might be clear
what the voter intended. In that case,
the voters marked the squares in their
ballots with tick marks, rather than with
crosses. That was the only question in
that case. At the same time, the court
accepted the theory that “based upon
the necessity of insuring the spirit of the
Australian ballot system, with emphasis
upon the secrecy of the ballot, in order
to preserve to the best of our ability the
purity of the ballots,” the ballot-mark-
ing statute should be held mandatory.

In commenting upon the two last-men-
tioned theories, the court said:

While this language favors appellant-con-
testee, a reading of the many cases which
hold that a provision for marking the ballot
with a cross is mandatory, discloses that all
courts in their opinions use language em-
phasizing the great distaste which accom-
panies any decision resulting in the disen-
franchisement of voters. As heretofore
stated, such decisions do not minimize the
importance of protecting the right to vote;
they only determine that such right is sufi-
clently important to justify, on occasion, the
rejection of an honest vote for the ultimate
security of the ballot for all.

In further reference to the proposition
that section 56-313 is mandatory, the
court pointed out:

We find in favor of the mandatory con-
struction of the provision the use of the
word “shall,” normally a mandatory word.

Applying these same rules to the vot-
ing-booth statute previously discussed,
the use of the terms is even more com-
manding than in the ballot-making stat-
ute. Moreover, when providing voting
booths, there is the even greater neces-
sity of insuring the spirit of the Aus-
tralian ballot system, with its emphasis
upon secrecy of the ballot, in order to
preserve the purity of the ballot.

Without secrecy, the Australian ballot
system does not exist; that is why the
voting-booth and secrecy statutes are de-
clared mandatory, and why they would
be so held under this rule in the Telles
case.

In view of the above cases and the cx-
plicit New Mexico statutes, there can be
no reasonable doubt that all votes cast at
the November 4, 1952, election in New
Mexico, under circumstances where no
voting booths were used and no secrecy
was provided, are illegal and should not
be counted.

While reviewing the cases upon secrecy
in voting, it is of importance to note that
82 years ago—on February 2, 1872, in
fact—the Congress of the United States
passed a law requiring all Members of
the House of Representatives be elected
by secret ballot. It must be remembered
that the constitutional amendment pro-
viding for the direct election of United
States Senators was not passed until 1913
when, supposedly, the use of a secret
ballot and laws requiring its use were in
effect throughout the United States. Let
me add parenthetically that it might be
a pretty good thing to amend that stat-
ute so as to provide that Senators as
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well as Representatives must be elected
by a secret ballot.

It must be apparent, Mr. President, to
everyone here today that I consider the
question of voting booths and of secret
ballots the paramount issue in this case.
That issue is of transcendent impor-
tance. It has been suggested, however,
that the report of this committee is based
on mere irregularities. I ask you, Mr.
President, do you think there is another
State in the Union that was as negligent
as New Mexico, where not one of the 5,000
election officials was called upon to take
the proper oath on election day? This
is typical of the way elections are con-
ducted in New Mexico.

I ask you, Mr. President, who in this
body can state that the untimely, unau-
thorized and illegal burning of the bal-
lots—13,000 of them—of three counties
is a mere irregularity? I ask you, Mr.
President, whether the Senate of the
United States would also consider the
fact that 7,000 unused ballots were miss-
ing in violation of the law is a mere ir-
regularity? I ask you, Mr, President,
whether the fact that some ballots were
changed after the voters cast them in
precincts where over 17,000 votes were
cast, is a mere irregularity? Lastly, Mr.
President, let me ask you if the violation
of assistance laws involving approxi-
mately 6,000 voters or the violation of the
law prohibiting aliens from voting or the
manifold violations of the registration
laws can be termed mere irregularities?

Let no Senator forget that if he should
vote to disregard those provisions of the
law requiring secrecy of the ballot and
if a majority of the Senate should join
with him, then sometime or other he
might find out that he might be con-
fronted with 1 of these 3 situations:

First. It would be embarrassing if
some day the electoral votes of New
Mexico might change the result of a
presidential election, provided that the
situation with reference to voting that
has existed for 50 years and still exists
in New Mexico should prevail at that
election.

Second, It would be embarrassing to
point the finger of scorn at Red Russia
and insist upon free elections and secret
ballots for unfortunates behind the Iron
Curtain, if we did not have them in the
United States.

Third. It would be a trifle difficult to
explain to a weary taxpayer that we
think it our solemn duty to vote to spend
billions to insure the right of good people
overseas the right to a secret ballot, if
we did not care whether or not we had
it in the United States.

It has been gratifying to read the edi-
torials in all three of the Washington
newspapers favorable to the majority re-
port and to find the leading newspapers
throughout the country taking the same
position on their editorial page. But, Mr.
President, the most significant editorials
are those from the great State of New
Mexico.

If the minority report is correct and
we are wrong, why does the press of New
Mexico agree with our report?

Listen to these comments. All these
editorials were published in the past week
or 10 days.
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From the Santa Fe New Mexican, of
which Robert McKinney, former Assist-
ant Secretary of Interior under Truman
is editor:

Undoubtedly there is substance for the
highly critical report on the New Mexico elec-
tion picture.

The editorial added.

The forthcoming primary and general elec-
tion can be manipulated left or right, which-
ever is most expedient for expedience-mind-
ed election officials.

The Roswell Daily Record, in referring
to the majority report, stated:

Since the people have known these prac-
tices have been going on all this long time
it is reflection upon them that they have
not done something to stop it.

The Silver City Press points to a “sad
commentary on contemporary politics
when a judge can illegally burn election
ballots and not be indicted for palpable
fraud.”

The Gallup Independent stated that
elections should be gotten back “on a
legal and level basis.”

The Albuquerque Tribune in an edi-
torial on March 12, concluded with this
strong language:

This is not a vote for political partisans.
It is a vote for Senators willing to stand up
and be counted on the constitutional rlghts
of free American electors.

Mr. President, the issue is clear. Are
we going to insist upon honest free elec-
tions in the United States, or will we sit
idly by and permit those intolerable elec-
tion scandals to continue indefinitely in
New Mexico.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I wish to
compliment the Senator upon his mag-
nificent presentation of the committee
report. I listened intently from the time
he began. I think it is one of the finest
statements I have heard since I became
a Member of the United States Senate.
I congratulate the Senator from Wyo=-
ming.

The Senator is concluding a very ar=
duous and onerous task assigned him
by the Senate. It is a very unpleasant
task., It is no fun to examine an elec-
tion return and an election fraud situ-
ation in which a Member of this body
is involved. I admire the courage of the
Senator and the fine behavior he has
shown in every way in connection with
this most difficult task.

Mr. BARRETT, I thank the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. In the course of his
remarks the Senator from Wyoming re-
ferred to a suggestion which I made in
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, that if this election were to be
declared void, the report made by the
junior Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JEnNER] and myself as tellers on behalf
of the Senate, when the electoral votes
were counted, announcing that the 4
electoral votes from New Mexico were
cast for Dwight D. Eisenhower for Presi-
dent and Ricearp M. Nixon for Vice
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President would have to be corrected and
those electoral votes thrown out. Of
course, the Senator has stated that the
4 votes of New Mexico would have made
no difference in the result of the presi-
dential election. However, I should like
to know whether, in the opinion of the
Senate, that record should be corrected.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I wish
to take this opportunity to thank the
senior Senator from Arizona. By the
amendment he offered in committee and
to which reference has been made on the
floor he wishes to tell the Senate and
the people of the country that he agrees
with the facts which were found to exist
by the majority of the committee, that
he agrees with the law we have cited, and
that he agrees with the conclusions we
have reached; but he desires to expand
the findings of our committee and wishes
to say, in effect, that we must not only
throw out the Senatorial election in
New Mexico, but that we must go a step
further and also throw out the presi-
dential electoral votes of New Mexico.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Arizona for his compliment to the
committee, but I should like to say to
him that a certain time is provided under
the laws of our country during which
such objections must be made. I believe
that if the objection had been made in
time, and if it had been properly made,
the electoral votes of New Mexico could
have been challenged and could have
been thrown out. Such a procedure of
course would have affected the whole
election in New Mexico if the chal-
lengers had been able to show that the
votes for presidential and vice presi-
dential electors had been vitiated.

Mr. HAYDEN. Inother words, if any=
one had complained about the action of
any county officials in any of the
counties, and had filed a contest against
an elected official and raised the same
issue that is raised in this case, then the
election could have been challenged and
the elected official thrown out of office,
but if no contest had been filed by any-
one the elected official would continue to
hold his office. Is that the point?

Mr. BARRETT. The time is set by
laws of New Mexico. It would depend
on what the time limit is, as set by the
laws of New Mexico.

Mr. HAYDEN. In other words, it is
a matter of time; it is not a matter of
principle.

Mr. BARRETT. If complaint were
made within the time limit and the con-
testant were to go into court I believe
that in a county where no voting booths
were provided the court would be obliged
to throw out that election.

However, I wish to say to the Senator
from Arizona that all the attorneys in
this case, both for General Hurley and
for Senator CuaveEz—and this applies
also to all the prominent attorneys in
New Mexico—have taken the same posi-
tion time after time, and have so stated
that when no election booths are fur-
nished, it is prima facie evidence of
failure to comply with the constitutional
and statutory provisions for a secret
ballot. There is no reason why that
situation today should be different from
the situation at any other time.
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Mr. HAYDEN. Where does that leave
the voter, if the county officials fail to
provide a voting booth? If the voter
comes to the polling place, and no booth
is provided, what happens to him? Does
the Senator say that there would be no
election in such a situation?

Mr. BARRETT. If such a situation
were to prevail, as it does in this case,
that 80,000 voters out of 240,000, repre-
senting approximately a third of all the
votes cast, were denied voting booths,
we would be obliged to throw those votes
out. Certainly, as the Supreme Court of
New Mexico has stated, it is better that a
voter or a group of voters, or 80,000
voters, be disfranchished, and that cer-
tain candidates lose their right to hold
office, rather than that one of the most
important rights of the people, namely,
the constitutional right to a secret ballot
and to a free election, be destroyed.
That is what the Supreme Court of New
Mexico has held.

Mr. HAYDEN. What I am trying to
get at is this: As a practical matter, it
is not the fault of the voter that the
county commissioners of any county do
not provide a voting booth. However, if
no provision is made for a voting booth,
should not a voter be allowed to do the
next best thing, namely, mark his ballot
on top of a school desk.

Mr. BARRETT. Just a moment. I
know I could talk for a month about this
case if I desired to do so. We had evi-
dence, not in one election distriet, but in
many election districts, of instances
where ballots were passed out from the
window of a residence, and the voters
walked across the lawn in the presence
of the general public and cast their votes.
In every State of the Union it is held
that such procedure is in violation of the
Jaw. That is what New Mexico law pro-
vides, too. I shall be glad to answer the
Senator’s questions. I know what he is
driving at.

Mr. HAYDEN. I believe the duty to
provide booths is mandatory upon the
official; but is it mandatory upon the
voter?

Mr. BARRETT. It is mandatory upon
both. That is what the State of New
Mexico provides through its legislature,
and that is what the people of New Mex-~
ico provide through their constitution.
So far as the voter is concerned, the su-
preme court held in a case where a voter
had marked his ballot with a little tick
mark, that the vote was invalid.

Mr. HAYDEN. Everyone understands
that such a ballot should be thrown out.
What I am concerned about is a prac-
tical matter. If certain candidates were
elected in certain precincts in New Mex-
ico in which no voting booths had been
provided, and if the returns from those
precinets were examined and the votes
of all the precincts were thrown out for
that reason, and the committee found
such a situation to exist and that it
would affect the result of the election
one way or another, I could understand
the committee saying that Senator
CHaAVEZ was not elected in those precincts
or that he was elected. But in saying
that the vote of the whole State should
be thrown out, and that no valid election
had been held in the entire State, it
seems to me the committee goes too far.
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Mr. BARRETT, I will say to the dis-
tinguished Senator that the committee
considered all the evidence. We took
affidavits and statements from 7,000 or
10,000 people in New Mexico, with some-
times 3 or 4 people joining in 1 state-
ment. The evidence shows a failure to
comply with the mandatory sections of
the statute and of the Constitution, and
55,000 of those votes had to be thrown
out.

Mr. HAYDEN. Of the 55,000——

Mr. BARRETT. Justa moment. Fur-
ther, we heard the evidence that Judge
Scoggin took it upon himself to burn the
ballots, after notices had been mailed to
the country clerks of every one of the
counties, which involved 13,000 votes. If
that is not constructive fraud, I do not
know what it is. In addition, the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
objected on the same basis in election
districts that General Hurley carried.
The Senator from New Mexico contended
that not sufficient voting booths had been
provided.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator states
that there were 55,000 illegal votes cast
in New Mexico. How many of them were
voted for Senator CravEZ and how many
of them were for General Hurley? If
the committee did not find that out, then
how could it decide who won the election
or that Senator CHAVEZ was not elected?

Mr. BARRETT. Letme answer by say-
ing that it is conceivable, if the com-
mittee had wanted to pursue the matter
in that fashion, it could have considered
the 80,000 votes, and could have manipu-
lated the situation in such a way that
General Hurley could have been declared
to have been elected, by considering the
remainder of the votes; or we could have
declared Senator CHAvVEz to have been
elected, by considering them. That is to
say, after we had thrown out the eighty-
thousand-odd votes, we could have con-
sidered the remaining two-thirds of the
votes and held that the other two-thirds
of the total votes cast showed that either
Senator CHAvEz was reelected, or that
General Hurley was elected.

However, I believe the committee took
the fair position, the sound position, and
the reasonable position, by saying it did
not wish to disfranchise those 80,000 peo-
ple, and that the committee desired to
preserve for them the right to vote in
secret in accordance with the constitu-
tional provisions in New Mexico.

Mr. HAYDEN. Would the action of
the committee change the New Mexico
law?

Mr. BARRETT. Wait a minute.
Therefore, we said we would disregard
that vote entirely and say that no one
was elected, because the entire election
was so tainted with fraud, the door of
opportunity was open to fraud on such
a wide scale, that there was no real elec-
tion in New Mexico.

Mr. HAYDEN. But the committee did
not prove what candidate committed the
fraud and it did not demonstrate who
lost the election.

Mr. BARRETT. I wish to invite the
attention of the Senator to the fact that
Mr. Hannett, who is a former Governor
of New Mexico, who practiced law in that
State for 50 years, who wrote the election
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code of New Mexico, who was attorney .
for DENNIS CHAVEZ in 1935 when he con-
tested the election of Senator Bronson
Cutting, and who was attorney for Sen-
ator DENNIS CHAVEZ in the present elec-
tion contest, made the unequivocal state-
ment before the committee, this very
same committee, that it is fraud not to
provide for the secrecy of the ballot in
New Mexico.

Mr. HAYDEN. It could be fraud on
the part of the county officials, but
there is no proof of fraud on the part
of the voters to an extent that would
deprive them of their votes.

Mr. BARRETT. Let me say to the
Senator from Arizona that Mr. Hannett
said to the committee that it was fraud
and that the ballots in 65 precincts
should be thrown out completely. Why?
Because there were no voting booths.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. BARRETT, I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. HENNINGS. Preliminary to my
question, I may say to the distinguished
Senator that it is not my purpose to
engage in any protracted argument
with him at this time. I shall later un-
dertake to make a statement on behalf
of the minority, but I should like to ask
the Senator, among many questions
which occur to me and which I think
may be germane to the issue and would
help to illuminate the subject of our
disagreement and controversy, whether
there is anywhere in the laws of New
Mexico, in the statutes known as the
election code, or anywhere else, any pro-
vision which in substance and effect pro-
vides that a ballot marked by a qualified
voter, but not so marked in an election
booth, shall be declared invalid and
shall not be counted.

Mr. BARRETT. There certainly is.

Mr. HENNINGS. What is the section
of the law?

Mr. BARRETT. Does the Senator
want me to refer him to the section?

Mr. HENNINGS. If the Senator is
referring to the duty imposed upon elec-
tion officials, I understand that, but I
am referring to any statute which pro-
vides that a ballot so cast shall be
declared invalid and shall not be
counted. I am addressing my question
to the learned Senator with reference to
that one provision. Is there a section
or a provision anywhere in the laws of
New Mexico relating to elections, which
provides that a ballot cast by a voter in
any place other than a booth—or, to put
it in another way, and to state it affirm-
atively—that in order to have his bal-
lot counted, a voter must cast his vote
in a booth. I ask the Senator whether
there is any such provision as that to be
found anywhere in the laws of New
Mexico.

Again, I should like to say that T am
not referring to the provision which
requires that the officials of an election
shall provide booths for voters, that
being a duty upon the officials and not
upon the voters.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I as-
sume that my friend——

Mr. HENNINGS. I do not want to
argue the point. I am asking a direct
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question. If there is such a provision,
I should like to be enlightened as to it.

Mr. BARRETT. There are innumer-
able statutes, as I pointed out in my re-
marks, requiring a voter to mark and
cast his ballot in an election booth, but
the particular statute for which the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri asks
is 56-336.

Mr. HENNINGS. Will the Senator be
kind enough to read it?

Mr. BARRETT. I read:

Except as in this act—

And it refers to the whole act, not
merely to this one section—

Except as in this aet elsewhere provided,
no person shall be permitted by the judges
of election during the conduct of any elec-
tion to remove from the room in which the
election is being conducted, any official bal-
lot. No ballot so removed and marked, ex-
cept in the proper booths under the super-
vision of the election officials, as provided in
this act, shall be deposited in any ballot box
or counted or canvassed by any election offi-
clals or canvassing board.

Mr. President, if the legislature intend-
ed that that statute should refer only to
ballots removed from the room in which
voters were voting, it would have said
this and no more:

No ballot so removed, as provided in this
act, shall be deposited in any ballot box or
counted or canvassed by any election officials
or canvassing board.

But the legislature went further. It
referred to the entire act, and said:

No ballot so removed and marked, except
in the proper booths under the supervision of
the election officials, as provided in this act,
shall be deposited in any ballot box or count-
ed or canvassed by any election officials or
canvassing board.

That is the language.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
should like again, in all respect and in
all gravity, to renew my question. The
section to which the Senator from Wyo-
ming has referred, which is section 56-
336, I believe——

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct.

Mr. HENNINGS. That section is cit-
ed at page 22 of the minority views. In
the report of the majority certain words
were italicized. In the majority report
the words read:

No ballot so removed and marked, except
in the proper booths under the supervision
of the election officials, as provided in this
act (chapter) shall be deposited in any ballot
box,

And so forth. I am sure that whoever
wrote the report did not intend to mis-
quote the statute in placing it in the
majority report. But the fact is that
the statute as quoted in the majority
report omits a very significant part of it.
That part reads as follows:

Except as in this act elsewhere provided,
no person shall be permitted by the judges
of election during the conduct of any elec-
tion to remove from the room in which the
election is belng conducted, any official bal-
lot.

That section is captioned “Ballots re-
moved from election rooms.” Then
comes the part omitted in the majority
report. I feel certain it was a mistake,
but it still seems to require some clarifi-
cation, because the statute says, “During
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the conduct of any election to remove
from the room in which the election is
being conducted, any official ballot.”

Then the majority brief undertakes to
say, “No ballot marked, except in the
proper booths under the supervision of
the election officials.”

Whoever prepared the brief for the
benefit of the majority forgot to say that
following the word “ballot” the words
“so removed and"” appear, relating back,
of course, to the removal from the elec-
tion room.

Why does not that phrase appear in
the majority report, may I ask my
learned friend?

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri that,
as I pointed out previously, if the legisla-
ture had intended to refer only to bal-
lots removed from the election room, they
would not have needed to have said any-
thing about ballots marked in hooths.
So the election provision simply means
that the Legislature of New Mexico had
in mind, in this section, to make it man-
datory that ballots shall be cast in an
election booth. They had in mind to
make the section striect and mandatory,
and to throw out the ballots in the event
there was wholesale disregard of that
provision of the law. I say that because
this part of the statute must be taken
into consideration with other sections
in the same act. The language is, “As
provided in this act,” not “As provided
in this seetion.”

The legislature was making the re-
quirement much broader. What are the
other provisions of the act? Section 56—
312 states——

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I de-
sire to question the distinguished Sena-
tor from Wyoming no further.

Mr. BARRETT. Section 36-312 states,
in part, as follows:

Instructions to voters: 1. After receiving
your ballot go directly into a booth. Do not
mark your ballot so that anyone can observe
how you have marked it.

And to election officials:

No. 10. Do not permit any voter to vote
except In the booth.

No. 11. The elector shall immediately go
into the voting booth and mark his ballot.

Here is the payoff, Mr. President:

No. 20. Failure to follow the foregoing in-
structions may result in the rejection of the
entire vote of your voting division. These
instructions must be followed carefully.

The section of the statute, again, re-
fers back to these various provisions.

Mr. WELKER. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. WELKER. Can the able Senator
from Wyoming tell me whether or not
that statute was enacted prior or subse=
quent to the decision of the Supreme
Court of New Mexico in Valdez v. He-
rrera (48 New Mexico 45, 145 Pacific 2d,
864 (1944))? Does the Senator have
that information in mind? That case
revolved on whether or not a voter loses
his vote by reason either of fraud or mis-
take of election officials.

Mr. BARRETT. What was the date

of the case?
Mr, WELKER. I cannot tell the Sen-
ator. It must have been of rather re-
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cent date, because it is reported in 145th
Pacific Reporter 2d.

Mr. BARRETT. I feel certain itis an
old case; however, I shall have it looked
up.

The statute with reference to the re-
moval of ballots from election rooms was
enacted in 1935. I do not know, how-
ever, if that might have been a revision
of the existing statute. I have not made
an exhaustive search in that regard.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. WELKER. In the minority views,
at page 16, I observe that the case of
Valdez against Herrera is cited to the
effect that:

The voter shall not be deprived of his
rights as an elector either by fraud or the

mistake of the election officers if it is pos=
sible to prevent it.

Mr. BARRETT. That is true.

Mr. WELKER. 1 should like to have
the observation of the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming with respect to
the words: “If it is possible to prevent it.”

Mr. BARRETT. The case about which
the Senator from Idaho is inquiring is
Valdez against Herrera. In that case
a contest was made because the returns
from a certain precinet were not received
in the office of the county clerk within
24 hours after the polls closed. The
statute of New Mexico requires that the
returns shall be counted, canvassed, for-
warded, brought in, and delivered to the
county clerk within 24 hours after the
closing of the polls. In that case it so
happened that the judges of election
sent in the returns by express from a
town quite a distance from the county
seat, and the ballots arrived at the
county seat 48 or 72 hours after the clos=-
ing of the polls. A contest was instie
tuted.

The facts shown at the trial were that
the county officials had mistakenly sent
out notices not consistent with the pro-
visions of the statute, and had not noti-
fied the judges of election that it was
necessary for them to deliver the ballots
within 24 hours. So it was held that
that was not a showing of a failure sub-
stantially to comply with the statute.

The voting booth statute provides that
where there is a showing of a failure sub-
stantially to comply with the laws re=-
garding secrecy, purity, and sanctity of
the ballot, the burden then shifts, in a
court case, to the party represented by
the majority on the election board to
show that there was substantial com-
pliance with the law.

But in the case now before the Senate,
we are not concerned with procedures;
we are concerned with the essence of
the case. The important, primary thing
for the Senate to determine is: Did the
election officials do the things com-
manded by the State of New Mexico,
commanded by the Legislature of New
Mexico, to protect the secrecy of the
ballot? If the facts show that in 262
precincts there was not a solitary elec-
tion booth, then the conclusion is ir-
resistible that the laws pertaining to
secrecy of the ballot were not fulfilled
for the protection of the voters of New
Mezxico.
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Mr. WELKER and Mr. GEORGE ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wyoming yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield further to the
distinguished Senator from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. I wish to ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming
whether or not the law as pronounced
in the case of Valdez against Herrera is
still the substantive law of the State of
New Mexico, to the effect that:

The voter shall not be deprived of his
rights as an elector either by fraud or the
mistake of the election officers if it is pos-
sible to prevent it.

I think the clause “if it is possible to
prevent it” needs some clarification.

Mr. BARRETT. I think that is the
essential part of the decision. Coming
down to fundamental, basic principles,
to something which goes to the heart of
the matter, it means simply, Are there
to be secret ballots, or not? Is a citizen
going to be protected in casting a secret
ballot? That is a fundamental right.
If there was no showing at all that the
election officials observed the laws, of
course, that would be such a palpable
fraud on the voters that the Senate
would have to throw the election out.

I do not know whether the Senator
was on the floor when I dis_.cussed_at
length the case of Read against Crist,
but in that case the mistake was not
made by the election officials; it was
made by both the voters and the election
officials. They counted about 3,000 bal-
lots, which were printed by the Repub-
lican Party at that time, and were used
by voters in the election. The court said:
“This statute is not mandatory in its
terms; it is directory; but we can’t per-
mit that.” So they threw out the whole
election in that particular case.

In the Telles case there was not any
showing of fraud at all, and there was
not any question about mandatory pro-
visions; but the voters marked their
votes with ticks instead of with crosses;
and the court threw them out. By anal-
ogy, it can be argued that the court
would do the same thing in cases where
no voting booths were provided.

Mr. WELKER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President——

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield to
the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. I wished fo make an
inquiry of the Senator from Wyoming,
because the Senator has studied the case
now being argued, and I have not had
time even to examine the report. The
election laws of New Mexico provide
for challenging the vote of an individual

“voter, do they not?

Mr. BARRETT. There are provisions
in the code providing for challenges,
but I might say to the Senator——

Mr. GEORGE. I merely wished fo
get the fact. The Senator has stated
there is a provision by which a specific
vote can be challenged. Is there also
a provision by which a box or a precinct
vote can be challenged?
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Mr. BARRETT. As I understand, the
law of New Mexico is that each of the
dominant political parties is permitted
to appoint a challenger, who may be
present in the voting room for the pur-
pose of challenging individual voters. I
might say to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia that the election code of
New Mexico, in all respects, certainly
with respect to secrecy, is better than
that of any other State in the Union; but
the code has not been used. That is the
whole trouble in New Mexico.

Mr. GEORGE. After all, Senators
are judges of the election and the re-
turns and the qualifications of their col-
leagues; and even though there might be
a mandatory statute existing in the
State, and an infraction of it in some
instances offended the good judgment,
common sense, and sense of fairness of
the majority of the Senate, I apprehend
that the Senate would not declare a
whole election void on that account.

My next question is whether any chal-
lenges were made of individual voters,
which challenges were in turn canvassed
by the committee.

Mr. BARRETT. As I pointed out a
moment ago, the information available
to the subcommittee indicates that there
was a complete breakdown of the pro-
visions of the election code of New Mex-~
ico; but challengers were generally not
present in the various election districts
throughout the State to challenge votes.

Mr. GEORGE. The challengers were
entitled to be there, under the laws of
New Mexico, were they not?

Mr. BARRETT. I rather think so. I
have not examined the statute carefully,

Mr. GEORGE. I am asking the Sen-
ator for a fact. Were any challenged
voters examined by the subcommittee
which investigated the election? Did
the subcommittee examine any list of
challenges in any precinct in the State?

Mr. BARRETT. The staff was unable
to find any such list in the State of New
Mexico.

Mr. GEORGE. May I then presume
that the challengers did not observe any
irregularities which they thought denied
any voter of his right of franchise?

Mr. BARRETT. I think the Senator
would be wiser to say, first, that the
challengers did not participate in the
election and were not present in the vot-
ing booths; and, second, that everybody
who wanted to vote in New Mexico had
an opportunity to vote; everybody voted,
whether he was qualified or not.

Mr. GEORGE. Everyone voted?
Then why is the Senator complaining?
May I ask the Senator what, according
to the consolidation of returns, the total
vote was?

Mr. BARRETT. The total number of
votes was approximately 247,000.

Mr. GEORGE. How many of those
votes were cast for the incumbent, Sena-
tor CHavEZ, and how many were cast for
General Hurley?

Mr. BARRETT. The approximate fig-
ures are 122,000 for Senator CHAvEZ and
117,000 for General Hurley. If the Sen-
ator desires the exact figures, I shall
obtain them.

Mr. GEORGE. No; I merely desired
an approximation.
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Mr. BARRETT. There was a majority
vote in favor of Senator Cuavez of 5,300.

Mr. GEORGE. Do I correctly under-
stand that everybody in New Mexico who
desired to vote did vote, and that the
laws of New Mexico do provide for chal-
lenging any illegal vote?

Mr. BARRETT. The only evidence
which came before the subcommittee of
any large group of people who did not
vote in the election was that pertaining
to a group of about 3,000 Indians, who
are traditionally Republicans, and who
live on a reservation. There was some
evidence before the subcommittee that
some of the opposition notified the In-
dians that there was work available for
them in Colorado. The Indians were
transported by truckloads to Colorado a
few days before the election, and they
were brought back after the election.
They did not vote.

Mr. GEORGE. Are we to assume that
they preferred to go to Colorado for jobs
than to vote in New Mexico?

Mr. BARRETT. The sad part of it is
that they did not get jobs when they ar-
rived in Colorado. They discovered they
were in Colorado on a ruse and were
taken for a ride; but they were riding on
election day.

Mr. GEORGE. I understood the Sen-
ator to say that those 3,000 were tradi-
tionally Republicans who could have
voted for the Republican candidate,
Does the Senator admit that they also
had the privilege of voting for the Dem-
ocratic candidate?

Mr. BARRETT. So far as I am con-
cerned, they had a right to vote for
whomever they pleased.

Mr. GEORGE. I do not question that.
I am sure the Senator would not deny
anybody the right to vote; but what I am
trying to find out is what happened in
New Mexico.

Mr. BARRETT. Imay say to the Sen-
ator that the subcommittee desired to be
fair. The members of the subcommit-
tee had no concern about the matter at
all. We did not try to make a showing
that one of the parties in the contest was
elected. The subcommittee felt that,
since a cloud of suspicion had been cast
on more than 80,000 voters in the New
Mexico election, it would be eminently
unfair to disfranchise 80,000 people, who
constituted about one-third of the num-
ber voting in New Mexico in that elec-
tion. Consequently the subcommittee
said, “It is more equitable, it is more
reasonable, it is fairer, to say that there
was no election, and give those 80,000
people the right to elect a Senator of
their choice next November.”

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask
an additional question. How many of
those 80,000 ballots were examined and
scrutinized by the subcommittee? I am
not concerned with for what candidate
they were cast, but I wish to know what
the subcommittee did. Did it examine
the 80,000 ballots?

Mr. BARRETT. The subcommittee
examined about 140,000 ballots. As the
Senator knows, a great many votes were
cast by machine.

Mr. GEORGE. I am talking about
what the subcommittee itself did.

Mr. BARRETT. The subcommittee
examined 140,000 ballots.
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Mr. GEORGE. I am not concerned
with what the staff did, but with what
the subcommittee itself did.

I am frank to say to the Senator from
Wyoming that I would dislike to throw
out of the Senate any Member, because
of a disregard of a mandatory pro-
vision—mandatory in the sense that it
was obligatory upon the officials of the
State to do certain things—when the en-
tire inquiry should be as to whether the
people of the State had an opportunity
to cast their ballots, and whether their
ballots, as determined by the careful,
personal scrutiny of the committee,
showed that a majority of the voters had
voted either one way or the other.

Therefore, I was asking about the right
of challenging the result in an individual
precinet or the right of challenging the
votes of individual voters, and whether
the ballots had been carefully inspected
and evaluated.

I am reasonably familiar with the
election laws of most of the States. I
can tell the Senator from Wyoming that
in 1932 a distinguished Member of this
body and myself, as a subcommittee of
the Senate Committee on Privileges and
Elections, most carefully examined al-
legations of nearly every irregularity
which can be charged in an election.
That was in the case of the contest of
Heflin against Bankhead. The distin-
guished member of the subcommittee
who served with me and joined me in a
long report was none other than the
Honorable Sam G. Bratton, now a judge
of the tenth circuit, I believe, who lives
in New Mexico, and is himself a citizen
of New Mexico. It is true that that par-
ticular contest arose, as I understand,
before the passage of the present act in
the State of New Mexico; but substan-
tially the same acts were previously in
effect, and nearly all States have some
sort of provision for secrecy of the bal-
lot. They provide for the Australian
ballot system or for voting in booths, and
so forth and so on.

However, I think the Senator from
Wyoming will lock in vain for more than
2 or 23 States which provide that the
mere fact of irregularity will void an
entire election.

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the
Senator from Georgia that I certainly
do not agree at all with that statement.
The committee wanted to be fair, and
was confronted with the situation that
throughout the Nation the courts have
repeatedly held that where there are
violations of the mandatory provisions
of the statute, particularly those which
go to the heart of elections—such as the
secrecy of the ballot provision, and so
forth—the election must be thrown out.

I wish to call the attention of the
Senator from Georgia to a decision of
the Supreme Court of Georgia, which
has passed upon this question. No doubt
the Senator from Georgia is familiar
with the case cf Moore v. Seymour
((Georgia, 1936), 186 S. E. 744, 182 Geor-
gia 702). I have read it before. At this
time I shall read only the conclusion of
the Georgia court, which was discussing
& question similar to that we are dis-
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cussing today. Here is what the court
said:

But when there is a total disregard of the
statute, it cannot be treated as an Irregu-
larity, but it must be held and adjudicated
to be cause for declaring the election void
and illegal.

A short time ago I listed innumerable
cases throughout the Nation. The only
reason why we do not have thousands
upon thousands of cases involving the
question of secrecy of the ballot and the
question of voting booths is simply that
the matter is so clear fo the people of
the United States that they do not go to
court to contest it.

Mr. GEORGE. Let me inquire
whether the Georgia case, to which the
Senator from Wyoming has referred, in-
volved solely the question of election
booths.

Mr. BARRETT. It certainly did.

Mr. GEORGE. Was that the sole
question involved?

Mr. BARRETT. I have read once be-
fore from the opinion in that case, and
I shall do so again if the Senator from
Georgia wishes me to. I should like to
have him understand that voting booths
were the sole question in the case. I
know the Georgia court followed the
general rule; and the Georgia statutes
are not nearly so mandatory as are the
New Mexico statutes, let me say. Con-
sequently, the Supreme Court of New
Mexico would be obliged to follow the
same line of reasoning the Georgia court
followed.

Let me read briefly from the decision
in that case; it will do no harm to repeat
it, for it is very important.

In Moore v. Seymour ((1936), 182
Georgia 702, 183 S. E. T44), the Georgia
statute—Code 1933, section 34-1902—
required—

Whenever * * * any election of any kind
* = * js to be held, it shall be the duty of
the ordinary of each county * * * to pro-
vide at each polling place, a private room or
rooms, a booth or booths, or an enclosure or
enclosures, with such compartments therein
as may be necessary to accommodate the
person qualified to vote at such polling
Places, etc, * ¢ ¢

Each booth and campartment shall be so
arranged that it will be impossible for one
elector at a shelf * * * in one compartment
or anyone else to see an elector * * * in an-
other compartment in the act of marking his
ballot.

In construing the meaning of this
statute, the court said:

This law must be construed as mandatory,
and it cannot be considered as merely direc-
tory. It was intended that in the countries
holding elections under the Australian bal-
lot, there should be privacy in the prepara-
tion of the ticket by a voter, so that he might
exercise his own volition in the choice of
candidates, and that he might feel when he
is preparing his ballot to express his volition
or election as to the different candidates,
that he is free from observation from the
prying eyes of those who might be interested
in having him vote for certain other can-
didates.

‘Whether this s necessary in order to pre-
serve the purity and freedom of elections,
the legislature has enacted the law in terms
that are definite and unmistakable, * * *
There might be a failure of the county
authorities to observe, in all particulars, the
requirements of the law, and a failure to
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observe some of these might be held to be
an irregularity. But when there is a total
disregard of the statute, it cannot be treated
as an irregularity, but it must be held and
adjudicated to be cause for declaring the
election void and illegal.

That is from the opinion of the Geor=-
gia Supreme Court, and that is the ma-
jority rule in the United States.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PurTELL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wyoming yield to the Senator from
Mississippi?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand, the
Senator from Wyoming takes the posi-
tion that the majority of the subcom-
mittee, instead of rejecting the alleged
illegal ballots and declaring illegal the
votes in certain districts or precincts,
merely says the entire election, through-
out the entire State, should be thrown
out.

Upon what authority does the Senator
from Wyoming attempt to have the Sen-
ate throw out the ballots in all the elec-
tion districts of the State? Does he have
as authority a New Mexico statute which
permits of such a procedure? If not,
does he have a Federal statute which
permits of such a procedure?

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the Sen=
ator from Mississippi that the committee
found there was flagrant and widespread
violation of the New Mexico laws in=-
volving secrecy of the ballot, affecting
55,000 voters. In one instance a disfrict
judge, who is presumed to know the law,
wrote an order in which he said that 75
days had expired since the canvassing
board finished its work, and therefore
the ballots should be burned. However,
in that case the judge had no authority
to issue such an order, and 75 days had
not expired at that time. Later the
judge said it was an innocent mistake;
but he deprived the committee of the
privilege of looking at those ballots,
numbering about 13,000.

The most significant thing is that in
those three counties about half the vot-
ing districts were provided with voting
machines. In that half Mr. Hurley went
far ahead, and carried them by several
thousand. But when it came to the bal-
lots which were burned Senator CHAVEZ,
very fortunately, received a tremendous
majority in the same counties which are
involved here.

Time after time we found that ballots
were tampered with. We found that the
laws of New Mexico require voters to
register with the county clerk. In pre-
cincts more than 7 miles away from the
county seat a representative is appointed
from each of the parties, and on 1 day
of the year they can take registrations.
In New Mexico the Attorney General at-
tempted to change that law. He said
that notaries public could take registra-
tions. The county clerks went a step
further and gave out blanks promiscu-
ously to everyone. They would go to
motion-picture houses, and as the people
were coming out of the theater they
would have them sign applications, one
after another. Such applications were
taken by the thousand to notaries pub-
lic, who never saw or heard of the people
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who signed them. The notary would
place his seal on them, and they would
be registered.

We found that there was such wide-
spread violation of the election laws of
New Mexico that we were obliged to re-
ject more than 80,000 ballots. Conse-
quently, we came to the conclusion that

this situation vitiated the entire elec--

tion in New Mexico, and that the only
fair, right, and proper thing to do was
not to try to determine which candidate
had a majority or two-thirds of all the
votes, but to declare that there was no
election, and call for a new election.

The Senator from Mississippi asks
what authority we had to do that. This
-situation is not new so far as the-Senate
is concerned.- - From his neighboring
State of Alabama Mr. Heflin came before
this body a number of years ago and
contested the election of Mr. Bankhead.
He raised the identical question at that
time. It is true that there were minor-
ity views. G

Let me say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Mississippi that men have been
thrown out of the Senate because they
spent what was held to be too much
money to be elected. Men have been
thrown out for other reasons. We are
not seeking to throw the senior Senator
from New Mexico out. We are saying
to him, “Go back to your people, and let
us have a real election. Let us find out
what the people of New Mexico have to
say.”

Let me say further that I am sure the
Committee on Rules and Administration
will very shortly propose a revision of
the resolution which has already been
reported, providing that it is the sense
of the Senate that, if this recommenda-
tion of the committee is accepted by the
Senate, the Senate should not accept
the appointment of any person from
New Mexico to sit in the United States
Senate between now and November, but
should wait until after the sovereign
people of New Mexico have had an op-
portunity to vote and to express their
free will.

Mr. JENNER, Mr. STENNIS, Mr.
HENNINGS, and other Senators ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wyoming yield; and, if so,
to whom?

+ Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I wish
to make an explanation.

Mr. BARRETT. I yield first to the
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, let me
state for the benefit of the Senator who
has been speaking that the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] has prepared an
amendment to the original resolution
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration. I have talked with
the majority members of our committee,
as well as with members of the minority.
We are trying to arrange a committee
meeting so that the amendment can be
reported to the Senate. It is a cor-
rection of the original resolution, We
understand that the amendment is per-
fectly agreeable to all concerned. The
Senator from Oregon will offer an
amendment to the resolution as reported
from the full Committee on Rules and
Administration. We are willing to ac=
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cept the Cordon amendment, which
would bring about the result which the
Senator from Wyoming has just men-
tioned.

Mr, BARRETT. I think that is
eminently fair.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
ator from Oregon.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I de-
sire to send to the desk an amendment
to the resolution. Before sending the
amendment to the desk, I desire to read
it and to explain the reason why I am
offering it.

After reading the majority report and
a portion of the minority views—all L
could read within the time I had—I felt
that if the majority report were to be

-accepted and acted upon by the Senate;

it would be equivalent to a finding by
the Senate that there was no legal elec-
tion in the State of New Mexico in No-
vember of 1952. That being the case,
it would necessarily follow, so far as
the Senate is concerned, that there was
no election of a Governor in the State
of New Mexico. Recognizing the fact
that the Senate can act only with re-
spect to its membership and the quali-
fications of its membership, and that its
findings can go no further than that,
it seemed to me that, upon the basis of
a finding by the Senate that there was
no election so far as the election of a
Senator was concerned, insofar as it
could do so this body ought to undertake
to say that no successor should come
into the vacated seat by reason of an
appointment made by a governor who
owed his office to the election held in
November 1952. Because it seemed to
me that that would be an illogical posi-
tion—that is to say, on the one hand
to deny the seat to the present holder,
the senior Senior from New Mexico, and
on the other hand to open it to an
appointee of a governor elected at the
same time—and because it seemed to
me that that sounded like neither logic
nor equity, I prepared and am sending
to the desk an amendment, the purpose
of which is to state, “that it is the sense
of the Senate that said vacancy should
be filled only by election held pursuant
to the laws of the State of New Mexico.”

That particular language was used
because, under the terms of the Con-
stitution, the filling of a vacancy in the
United States Senate between elections
rests in the executive authority of a
State. The Senate cannot prevent that
authority from being exercised in the
case of a vacancy. Therefore, the Sen-
ate could not, in advance, say that if
there were a vacancy in the office of
Senator from New Mexico the executive
authority in New Mexico could not fill
it by appointment. However, the Sen-
ate can take the position that it is its
view that such vacancy should be filled
only by election. That is the purpose of
the amendment which I send to the desk,
and which I shall offer at the appro-
priate time, unless the committee is pre-
pared to accept it at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to inquire of the Senator
from Oregon whether he desires to have
the amendment received and printed,

I yield to the Sen-
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and to lie on the table, or whether he
wishes to offer it at this time.

Mr. CORDON. I do not desire to
offer the amendment and to have it con-
sidered at this time, unless members of
the committee are prepared to accept it.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the com-
mittee is willing to accept the amend-
ment. ‘ . " g
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wyoming yield for that
purpese?

Mr. BARRETT. For that purpose,
Mr. President, I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The CHIEF CLERX. On page 2, line 3,
after the word “Senate”, it is proposed
to insert a semicolon and the following:
“and that it is the sense of the Senate
that said vacancy should be filled only
by election held pursuant to the laws of
the State of New Mexico.”

The 'PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. CorpoN]. The Senator from
Wyoming has the floor.

Mr. MONRONEY. I wish to make a
point of order against the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield for that
purpose?

* Mr. BARRETT. I yield for that pur-
pose, provided I do not lose the floor.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Wyoming may yield for that pur=
pose without his losing the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. d

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
should like to reserve a point of order
against the amendment being offered as
an amendment by the committee and
accepted by the committee, because of
the statement made by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Rules
and Administration that the amend-
ment has not been considered by the
committee in the regular order. That
fact is as highly irregular as any proce-
dure could be that is charged by the
majority party in the election held in
New Mexico. If we are to support the
laws of a State in connection with its
elections, then certainly we must also
preserve the rules of the Senate when it
comes to reporting an amendment by
any of its standing committees.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator that even
if the amendment is offered, after being
accepted by the committee, it would still
have to be voted on by the Senate.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thought the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] stated
that the committee had approved it.

Mr. JENNER. I said I would be glad
to accept the amendment. A question
was raised whether I should call a meet-
ing of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration for the purpose of consider-
ing the amendment. I consulted the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaYpEN] and he said it could be
Jjust as easily accepted on the floor, with-
ou'I':; tinst having it considered by the com-
mittee.
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Mr. MONRONEY. In other words,
the amendment does not bear the im-
print of approval of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, and it has
received no action by the Committee on
Rules and Administration. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. JENNER. Ithashadno actio_n by

“the Committee on Rules and Adminis-

tration, but we are willing to accept it
as an amendment. I do not believe
there is any objection to it.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wyoming yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. BARRETT. Iwould prefer to first
yield to the Senator -from ppi
[Mr. STENNIS], :

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, does
not the chairman of the committee wish
to tell the Senate what is going on?
Should we not have his explanation of
what is happening?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield to the
Senator from Missouri?

Mr. BARRETT. I must yield first to
the distinguished member of the com-
mittee, the Senafor from Missouri [Mr.
HenniNGs], I will say to the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
know the distinguished Senator from
Oregon has just offered the amendment,
and we now understand from the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JeEnNER] that some members of the Com=
mittee on Rules and Administration ap-
parently believe the amendment is all
right. Am I to understand, however,
that the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration approves this amendment?
Is that the understanding of the Sena-
tor from Wyoming?

Mr. BARRETT. I talked to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Rules and Administration earlier to-
day, and he intended to call a meeting
of the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration. Whether he has had an op-
portunity to do so, I do not know. I
may say that I am in favor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. JENNER. I will explain the sit-
uation, Mr. President. I started to con-
duct a poll of all the committee mem-
bers. That is when I spoke to the senior
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], and
he said—

Mr. HENNINGS. The distinguished
Senator from Arizona did not tell the
chairman of the committee that he was
in favor of the amendment, did he?

Mr. JENNER. No. He said, “Since
you have already reported the resolu-
tion, you could accept the amendment
on the floor. Of course, we would still
have to follow the same procedure as if
you had called a meeting of the com-
mittee, and it would still have to be
voted on.”

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I am
deeply shocked and utterly unable to
comprehend the abandonment by the
majority of the committee of its earlier
position. Of course, I state in my mi-
nority views that it would be an out-
rageous inconsistency and an anomaly
to ask a governor, who holds office as
the result of the same election which is
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now being contested and discussed in the
Senate, to appoint someone to succeed
Senator CrAVEZ in the event the Senate
should .adopt the majority report and
declare that a vacancy exists.

I now understand from the chairman
of our committee that a suggestion ema-
nates from the Subcommittee on Privi-

leges and Elections, or from a majority.

of the full Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to the effect that the
United States Senatfe shall direct the
governor of the sovereign State of New
Mexico as to whether he shall comply
with the provisions of the laws of that
State.

Are we placing ourselves on such a
plateau of arrogance that we reach out
and not only tell the people of New Mex—~
ico how to conduct their elections, send
our investigators to their State for that
purpose, decide who are citizens of the
State and who are not, which provisions
of the statutes of New Mexico shall be
complied with, and which are manda-
tory and which are not mandatory, but
now undertake to tell the Governor of
New Mexico whether he can or cannot,
under the Constitution of the United
States and under the laws of New Mex-
ico, appoint a successor to Senator
CHAVEZ? Is that what I am to under-
stand?

Mr. BARRETT. Let me say to the
distinguished senior Senator from Mis-
souri that the proposal made by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Oregon
does not do anything of the kind. Fur-
thermore, let me say to the Senator that
he now seems to be objecting very stren-
uously when it is proposed that the Re-
publican Governor of New Mexico shall
not be permitted to appoint a Republican
to come to the Senate as a Senator from
the State of New Mexico in the interim
between now and next November.

Mr. HENNINGS. I am not objecting.
I am inquiring.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
Senator from Wyoming has the floor.

Mr. BARRETT. The laws of New
Mexico are to be observed by the officials
of New Mexico. That is their duty. If
the laws of New Mexico say to the Gov=
ernor, “Governor, you are to appoint
someone in the interim,” I assume the
Governor will follow the law. He is a
good Republican. I would expect him
to observe the law.

On the other hand, the Senate has re-
sponsibilites under the Constitution of
the United States, and it is up to this
body to say whether it will accept any-
one as a Senator.

. In the light of all that transpired in
New Mexico on the 4th day of Novem-
ber 1952, I assume that this body, in its
wisdom, could come to the conclusion
that, although it would desire to have
someone appointed as a Senator be-
tween now and the 4th of November of
this year, it would rather wait and let
the 80,000 disfranchised voters and all
the other good citizens of New Mexico
get together in a legal election, in which
voting booths would be provided, so as to
assure a secret ballot, and elect a Sena-
tor who could come to the Senate and
sit in this body under the laws of New
Mexico and under the laws of the United
States, particularly the section that pro-

3627

vides that Members of Congress shall be
elected by secret ballot.

That is the situation. I believe that
the Governor of New Mexico could make
an appointment if he desired to do so.
At the same time, this body could say,
“Nothing doing. We will not accept
your appointee. We will wait until the
sovereign people of the State of New
Mexico have had a chance to decide
whom they wish to send here as their
Senator. If it is to be Senator CHAVEZ,
that is all right; if it is to be General
Hurley, that is all right. We will accept
anyone the majority of the people of
New Mexico decide they want to send to
the Senate as their representative.”

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi. I did not mean to let
him wait so long.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do
not want the Senator from Wyoming to
continue on his feet. He has been
standing for a good while. If he wishes
to yield the floor, if I may reserve the
right to ask him some factual questions
later, I am sure he will be willing to take
the floor later and answer them.

Mr. BARRETT. I think the Senator
asked what statute could be applied
when so many votes in the election were
tainted with fraud, and whether we
must throw out the whole election. The
law is a fundamental law. It is one
which the Congress of the United Stafes
approved when it said in 1872, “Repre-
sentatives to the United States Congress
must be elected by secret ballot.” We
could not get authority from any higher
source than that, according to my way
of thinking.

Mr. STENNIS. The Governor has no
statutory authority in the premises?

Mr. BARRETT. So far as I know,
there has been no precedent in the Sen-
ate for the particular issue which has
now been raised. The Senator well
knows—I do not need to tell him—that
the Senate has plenary power in this
respect and can do anything it has a
mind to do. Certainly, the Senate, of all
the bodies in the world, is the one which
should say, “We are insisting upon free
elections. We are insisting upon secret
elections. We are insisting upon elec-
tion booths in every State of the Union.”

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a par«
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. GEORGE. Has action been taken
on the amendment which was sent to
the desk a few minutes ago?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; the
amendment is now before the Senate.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I was
most anxious to be heard on that
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. CorDonl.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Wyoming
yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I should rather yield
the floor. I yield, now, to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, am
I correct in stating that the only hear-
ings held before the committee are those
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which are printed and which are on our
desks?

Mr. BARRETT. I do not know the
purport of the Senator’s question——

Mr. ELLENDER. It is a very simple
question. I am asking if there were any
hearings held by the subcommittee other
than those which are printed and are
now on the desks before us.

Mr. BARRETT. There were executive
sessions of the subcommittee held since
those hearings were printed; yes. Hear=
ings were held for 3 days last December.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did the committee
hear any other witnesses than those who
are mentioned in the printed hearings?

Mr. BARRETT. No; we heard no
other witnesses.

Mr. ELLENDER. When the Senator
stated that there were 268 precincts in
which there were mno voting booths,
where did he get his information?

Mr. BARRETT. We got it by send-
ing our staff throughout the State to
take statements and aflidavits as to the
facts.

Mr. ELLENDER. Asa matter of fact,
is it not true that practically the whole
report of the committee is based on ex
parte evidence which was gathered by
investigators employed by the commit-
tee?

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President——

Mr. ELLENDER. That is a simple
question.

Mr. BARRETT. I have the floor.

The Senator from Louisiana had re-
peatedly objected to giving the commit-
tee any funds whatsoever from the day
we started our investigation in New Mex-
ico, but the Senator is now saying, in
effect, “We gave you $170,000 to conduct
the investigation. Why did you not go
out and do a job which would cost ap-
proximately half a million dollars?”

He says that, in effect, despite the fact
that he and some other Senators were
insisting on cutting our funds when we
were in the middle of the investigation.

Mr. ELLENDER. The committee
spent $238,000. That is not a small sum
of money.

Mr. BARRETT. Let me answer that.
I know the Senator is very critical. The
committee spent approximately $200,000,
that is true. If we take out of that
$200,000 the ordinary expenses of the
committee in Washington, what we have
actually spent on the investigation is
$172,000. Let me tell the Senator that
the way to compare what we have done
with what has been done by other com-
mittees is this: There was a contest in
Maryland. One can walk from here
into Maryland in a matter of a few
hours. I understand that one of our
Supreme Court Justices is walking in
Maryland now. On the other hand New
Mexico is approximately 2,000 miles
distant. In Maryland it is not wvery
many miles from one side of the State to
the other, but from one end of New
Mexico to the other end, is about as far
as from Washington to Chicago. There
were many extraordinary expenses in
connection with our committee, but the
fact of the matter is that we have ex-
amined as many paper ballots in the
contest in New Mexico as were examined
by the committee which investigated the
Maryland election. We have spent less
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than $200,000, and out of that amount
we paid fees to the attorneys for Senator
Cuavez and fees to the attorneys for
General Hurley. On the other hand,
the committee which conducted the in-
vestigation in Maryland spent $250,000,
and then, in addition, spent I do not
know how many thousands of dollars—I
think, approximately $50,000—for at-
torneys’ fees.

So, Mr. President, we have been pretty
economical, notwithstanding the fact
that we have been criticized by many
Members of the Senate and many per-
sons outside the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. I take it that the
answer to my guestion is in the affirma-
tive, that the only witnesses examined
by the committee are those whose names
are found in the printed hearings which
are on our desks.

Mr. BARRETT. I would not say that.
I would say that more than 8,000 per-
sons in New Mexico signed affidavits and
statements, some of which recited facts
which we already knew and which the
newspapers in New Mexico knew. The
facts enabled us to come to the con-
clusion that in the 273 precincts in the
State there were no voting booths.

Mr. ELLENDER. Can the Senator in-
form us when it was that the committee
decided to abandon its first method of
attack on the election investigation?
As I remember, the Recorp shows that on
April 27 there were stipulations by which
it was understood that certain ballots
in certain counties were to be counted
and a decision reached after counting
those ballots? When was that method of
approach changed, and why?

Mr. BARRETT. If the Senator will
take the trouble to look it up in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, he will find that
in a debate approximately a year ago,
probably in May or June of last year,
the senior Senator from Missouri stated
on the floor that it was his understand-
ing that when the ballots in Bernalillo
County were canvassed and counted the
committee would call off the contest,
unless it should be found at that time
that there was sufficient fraud to justify
extending the investigation to the other
counties of the State.

If the Senator will examine the Rec-
oRrp, he will find that at that time I told
the distinguished senior Senator from
Missouri, in response to a question, that
that was not my understanding or the
understanding of the majority of the
committee, and that it was our intention
to investigate the entire State of New
Mexico. That is the fact of the matter.
I wish to be as fair about it as I can be.
The Senator from Missouri evidently
had that idea, but we discussed it on the
floor, and he was advised then of our in-
tention to investigate the election in the
entire State of New Mexico.

Mr. ER. Am I correct in my
understanding that a canvass and a re-
count were made of the ballots in Ber=
nalillo County?

I\gr. BARRETT. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. What did the re-
count of the ballots in that county show
with respect to the ballots cast for Sen-
ator CHAVEZ and General Hurley? Was
there any great difference between the
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committee’s count and that of the New
Mexico commissioners?

Mr. BARRETT. I may say to the
Senator from Louisiana that there was
not a great difference in the counts
when we finished, except this, which is
very important: It was necessary, be-
cause of the showing made to the public
representative, to throw out some 2,400
votes in that county. That was almost
half enough votes to change the result
of the election in itself.

Mr. ELLENDER. Am]I in error when I
say that according to my information,
the committee’s recount resulted in Sen-
ator CHAVEZ gaining more than 300
votes?

Mr. BARRETT. Would the Senator
mind repeating his question?

Mr. ELLENDER. Would I be in er-
ror if I stated that the recount showed
that Senator Cravez gained more than
300 votes?

Mr. BARRETT. That would not be a
correct statement.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
know what did the recount disclose?

Mr. BARRETT. Yes, I know.

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
tell us, please?

Mr. BARRETT. In Bernalillo County
General Hurley gained 166 votes, but the
important point is that 2,400 votes were
thrown out, because the public repre-
sentative said they did not comply with
the law, I am now talking about the
recount,

Let me inform the Senator from Loui-
siana of something else. A hearing was
held in New Mexico, and some 67 per-
sons appeared before the subcommittee
and viewed their ballots. They told the
subcommittee that the ballots had been
tampered with or had been changed
after they had been cast. Furthermore,
the subcommittee had evidence, which
was conclusive——

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point, so I may ask
him a question?

Mr, BARRETT. Iyield.

Mr. THYE. The Senator from Wyo=
ming said that a number of persons
identified their ballots.

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. The question I should like
to get clear in my own mind, because I
have served as an election clerk for many
a year, is: How could a voter identify his
ballot?

Mr. BARRETT. Imay say tothe Sen-
ator from Minnesota that he has some-
thing to learn.

Mr. THYE. I certainly must have.

Mr. BARRETT. Yes, the Senator has.
In New Mexico a number appears on the
ballot. When a voter casts his ballot, the
number of the ballot is placed in the bal-
lot book together with the voter’s name,
Up in a corner of the ballot is & number.
It is covered with tape, but when the
tape is removed, the number can be seen,
as, for example, “No. 1.”

In the ballot book would appear the
name and the ballot number, for in=
stance “Ed Thye, No. 1.” So it can be
determined exactly how “Ed Thye” voted,

Mr. THYE. May I ask, further, for
how many years that procedure has been
followed?
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Mr. BARRETT. I cannot answer the
Senator accurately, but I think it has
been the practice for a long time. I may
show the Senator one of the ballots. In
the corner is a number. It is covered,
but it is there, nevertheless. All that is
necessary is to remove the tape, and the
number “509” can be seen.

Mr. THYE. Is the Senator from
Wyoming informing thc Senate that a
number of voters who appeared before
the committee and were shown their bal-
lots contended that the ballots had been
changed and were not in the manner in
which the voters had marked them?

Mr. BARRETT. There is no question

about that. Furthermore, it was self-
evident that the ballots had been
changed.

Mr. THYE. Does the Senator mean
that on the face of the ballots there had
been erasure marks or other marks
placed in the squares, and that still the
ballots had been accepted by the judges?

Mr. BARRETT. There is no question
about it; the Senator is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not a fact that
the stipulation as to procedure called for
an arbitrator, and that a professor from
a university in New Mexico was selected
to pass upon the legality of the ballots?
Am I correct in that understanding?

Mr. BARRETT., The Senator is cor=
rect. However, the parties could not
agree upon an arbitrator, so the subcom-
mittee had no other recourse than to ap-
point a professor of law at the Univer-
sity of New Mexico, who acted as the
public representative.

Mr. ELLENDER. Were the 2,400 bal-
lots, to which the Senator from Wyom-
ing has referred, the ballots which were
thrown out by the arbitrator?

Mr. BARRETT. The arbitrator him-
self threw out some 786. The parties,
between themselves, eliminated 1,650.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand the
arrangement, there was a stipulation to
the effect that the subcommittee was to
review the matter.

Mr. BARRETT. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did the subcommit-
tee ever review it?

Mr. BARRETT. The subcommittee
came to the conclusion——

Mr. ELLENDER. I have asked a
simple question.

Mr. BARRETT. I understand, but
the question cannot be answered simply
by “Yﬁ” or HNo.’l

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sorry fo have
bothered the Senator.

Mr. BARRETT. The subcommittee
worked very conscientiously. An inves-
tigation was made which disclosed that
the whole election was heavily tainted
with fraud. There had been no election
booths in 276 precincts. Election judges
had burned ballots without any cause or
reason. Some 6,000 persons had voted
with illegal assistance. There was
widespread failure on the part of elec-
tion judges to comply with the registra-
tion laws.

The whole election had been so per=-
meated with fraud and with violations of
the mandatory provisions of the election
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code of New Mexico that the subcom-
mittee had no other recourse than to
throw out the whole works. Therefore,
it was not necessary to make the deci=
sion about which the Senator from
Louisiana has asked.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was not that action
taken after the subcommittee had fin-
ished with the counting of the votes in
Bernalillo County?

Mr. BARRETT. No; it was not.

Mr. ELLENDER. It was not?

Mr. BARRETT. No; it was done at
the same time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Were the data re-
ferred to in the majority report made
available to each and every member of
the committee on an equal basis?

Mr. BARRETT. Will the Senator
please repeat his question?

Mr. ELLENDER. Was the evidence
which was gathered by the investigators
in the ex parte proceeding ever made
available to the other members of the
committee or the subcommittee—for ex-
ample, to the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]?

Mr. BARRETT. The evidence has
been available to the distinguished senior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]
at any time he might have desired to
examine it. I do not know whether the
Senator from Missouri has examined it,
but it was available to him, That is all
I know.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that
the distinguished senior Senator from
Missouri has not examined the evidence,
and I was wondering about the extent
to which any Member of the Senate,
other than the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming, who now has the floor,
had access to the affidavits.

Mr. BARRETT. I donotknow of any
Senator who has asked to see them, but
I know that any Senator who would have
asked to see them would have had the
opportunity to see them.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
mean now?

Mr. BARRETT. At any time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Has any Member of
the Senate actually asked to see them?

Mr. BARRETT. No Member of the
Senate, including the distinguished
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr, HEN-
NinGs] has asked to see them.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur-
TELL in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum ecall be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-

sentatives, by Mr, Bartlett, one of its

clerks, announced that the Speaker had
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affixed his signature to the following en-
rolled bills, and they were signed by the
Vice President:

5.214. An act for the relief of Geraldine
B. Mathews and Ruth H. Haller; and

8. 1548. An act to provide for the exchange
between the United States and the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico of certain lands
and interests in lands In Puerto Rico.

ADDITIONAL ENROLLED BEILLS
PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, March 22, 1954, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
glt]:;.stes the following additional enrolled

B.214. An act for the relief of Geraldine
B. Mathews and Ruth H. Haller; and

5. 1548. An act to provide for the exchange
between the United States and Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico of certain lands and
interests in lands in Puerto Rico,
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Mr. HENNINGS obtained the floor.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
yield to the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, T
wish to state, for the information of
Members of the Senate, that it is hoped
that the debate on the New Mexico elec-
tion contest may be continued for the
remainder of the afternoon, and cer-
tainly up to the early evening. It is
proposed that the Senate remain in ses-
sion until at least 7 o'clock tonight, and
then, following a recess, that it meet
tomorrow at 12 o'clock, and continue
debate on the New Mexico election con-
test. The hope has been expressed that
the Senate may reach a vote by mid=-
afternoon tomorrow. Of course, Sena-
tors are debating an important subject,
and no one in the Senate desires that
the discussion be cut off. The Senate
will continue in session for at least an-
other 3 hours tonight, and then resume
the debate tomorrow, and proceed until
the Senate is ready to vote.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr, DIRKESEN. The majority leader
does not expect a vote this evening, does
he?

Mr. KNOWLAND, I know of no vote
which will be taken this evening, but
strange things happen in the Senate, and
I frankly have not felt that I could re-
lease Senators, because I think the pend-
ing matter is an important one. I should
like to have Senators listen to the de-
bate and the discussion, insofar as they
are able to remain. I do not anticipate
a vote today, and I shall not ask for one.
However, there could be a vote on a
procedural or other question which might
arise in the course of the afternoon.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the Senator from
California expressly agree that there will
be no vote this afternoon?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Ishall consult with
the minority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. So far as I
know, there will be no vote today.
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Mr. KNOWLAND. For the informa-
tion of the Senate, I may state further
that when the unfinished business, which
is the resolution dealing with the New
Mexico election contest, is disposed of,
it will then be proposed by the majority
leader that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the excise tax bill, in
connection with which there is a dead-
line. I am merely expressing the hope
that the discussion and debate on the
excise tax bill may not consume more
than 2 or 3 days. I am sure that Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle recog=-
nize that, while there are many uncer-
tainties dealing with the excise tax bill,
a delay in acting on the bill would be
bound to have an adverse effect on busi-
ness, because people are waiting to see
whether there will be excise taxes, what
they will be, and so on. So I think it is
in the general interest of everyone con=-
cerned to proceed to a vote on the excise
tax bill as soon as possible. When that
business is disposed of, it will then be
proposed that the Senate return to con-
sideration of the statehood bill.

I wished to make the announcement
I have just made because a number of
Senators had asked for the general se=
quence of the business of the Senate.
That is as far as I can go at the present
time.

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL
ELECTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 220) declaring
the judgment of the Senate to be that
no person was elected as a Member of
the Senate from New Mexico in 1952 and
that a vacancy exists in the representa-
tion of that State in the Senafte.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
CarLson in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Missouri yield to the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Loui-
siagna.

Mr. ELLENDER. Before the Senator
from Missouri begins his remarks, let me
say that, as he knows, I have asked the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming
[Mr, Barrerr]l whether any hearings,
other than those printed and lying on
the desks of Senators, were held.

Does the Senator from Missouri know
whether any hearings were held other
than those printed and now before us?

Mr. HENNINGS. If there were any
others, I know of none.

Mr., ELLENDER. Did the Senator
from Missouri have access to or did he
see all the ex parte testimony referred
to in the majority report?

Mr, HENNINGS. A number of affi-
davits are referred to in the report.

Mr. ELLENDER. When did they
come to the attention of the Senator
from Missouri?

Mr. HENNINGS. I think they were
placed in the record in the committee.
Of course, the interesting thing about
them is that although some are per-
suasive, but not conclusive, and some
would tend to show one thing, and some
would tend to show another, yet they are
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not in any case of telling or probative
force; and, even assuming that they
were, of the total of approximately 56,
after one analyzes all of them, there is
a difference of one vote as between Sen-
ator Cravez and General Hurley.

Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
from Missouri tell us whether any hear-
ings were held or whether any affidavits
were submitted in which fraud was
shown on the part of Senator CaHAVEZ?

Mr. HENNINGS. I reply by stating
unequivoeally that I do not believe that

either the majority report or the advo--

cate for the majority, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. BarrerT], would main-
tain that at any time has there been one
scintilla or shred of evidence indicating
any impropriety or fraud on the part of
the senior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHavEZ].

Mr. ELLENDER. Ithank the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS. 1Ithank the Senator
from Louisiana for his very germane and
appropriate questions.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri yield to me for
a question?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
yield to my good friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. I understand thatunder
the constitutional provision that the
Senate is the sole judge of the elections
and qualifications of its Members, no
issue as to qualifications has been raised
in this case. Is my understanding cor=-
rect?

Mr. HENNINGS. It is my under-
standing that one of the original peti-
tions contained certain allegations relat-
ing to qualifications; but, so far as I
know, the committee never considered
it; or, if the committee did consider the
matter of Senator CHAVEZ' personal
qualifications, it was abandoned, and
was not made a part of the investigation.

Mr. WILEY., I should like to ask
another question, if the Senator from
Missouri will yield further. I heard
most of the argument submitted by the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT],
From it, I understand there is no ques=-
tion as to the gqualifications of Senator
CHaveEz. I understand that there is in-
volved the guestion of whether, under
the authority of the Senate to be the sole
judge of the election, the election itself,
under all the facts, should be held by
the Senate to be void.

Mr. HENNINGS. I am afraid I did
not quite follow the Senator’s question.
Do I correctly understand him to in-
quire whether it is the recommendation
of the majority of the committee that
the election be held void?

Mr. WILEY. Yes.

Mr. HENNINGS. That is the recom-
mendation contained in the majority
report, namely, that the election be de-
clared a nullity—in other words, that
no one was elected on the fourth of
November, 1952, as United States Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. WILEY. Inasmuch as I am not
a member of the Committee on Rules
and Administration, and have not had
an opportunity to examine the record,
for I have been busy with other matters,
in my own committee, I should like to
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ask another question. A number of ci-
tations were given by the Senator from
Wyoming to the effect that in a number
of States, when it appeared that the bal-
lots themselves were not cast in secret,
the State courts held that fact to be a
basis for declaring the election void or
that there was no real election.

Is there any precedent holding that
the Congress of the United States must
follow the decisions of the State courts
or that the Congress has followed the
decisions of such courts, or what the
function of the Senate of the United
States is in connection with such mat-
ters?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
answer the distinguished senior Senator
from Wisconsin by saying—and of this I
am as positive as I can be of anything in
this world—that the Senate is the sole
judge of the qualifications and elections
and election returns of its Members.
Whatever a State court decision may de-
termine may be taken into account by
the Senate in reaching its coneclusion and
decision from the facts and circum-
stances, or from that fact alone. How=
ever, the Senate is not compelled to ac-
cept the decision of any State court, nor
is the Senate bound to follow the law of
any State or any other restriction.

The Senate sits as a court, to deter-
mine, within its own composite mem-
bership, whether one whose election
is contested, as in the present instance,
was in fact duly and properly elected.

We find many decisions, and I hope to
discuss a number of them this afternoon,
during the short time allotted to me.

In expansion of my previous an-
swer to the question of the Senator from
Wisconsin, let me say that since the be-
ginning of the Nation’s history, no Sen-
ate has ever held an election void or a
nullity because of the failure of officials
of the election in a State to comply with
the code relating to the conduct of such
officials, in the absence of fraud and in
the absence of any indication of conspi-
racy or any attempt on the part of a
candidate to influence the officials of the
election by coercion, persuasion, or other
means.

So the case as presented to us stands
alone in terms of precedent. As we un-
dertake to say in the minority views—

Historically it is of interest to note that in
no case out of all the precedents in United
States Senate election contests has a Senate
committee ever recommended that a duly
elected United States Senator be deprived of
his office hecause of allegations that election
officials of a State have failed to comply
fully with the State’s election code, absent
any showing of fraud or corruption by the
Senator so elected.

That is to be found on the first page
of the preamble of the minority views.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr., HENNINGS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WILEY. The Senator from Mis-
souri has said there is no precedent, I
should like to make one inquiry, because
my memory is not clear. I understood
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Bar-
RETT] to state that on another occasion
conditions were reversed, and that at
that time the senior Senator from New
Mexico raised the identical question now
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being raised in this case against him.
If that were true, what took place on
that occasion? Was not that case a
precedent?

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator is cor-
rect. Certainly the record reflects that
at one time a contest was instituted in
the case of Chavez versus Cutting.
Counsel for the contestant at that time,
the present senior Senator from New
Mexico, urged, among other things, that
election officials had failed to comply
with certain mandatory provisions of the
statute.

Mr. WILEY. What was the decision
of the Senate in that case?

Mr. HENNINGS. The decision of the
Senate in that instance was that Senator
Cutting was the duly elected Senator.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President——

Mr. HENNINGS, I will let the senior
Senator from New Mexico answer the
question. He knows more about the case
than I do.

Mr. CHAVEZ.
up for action.

Mr. HENNINGS. It came before the
committee, did it not?

Mr. CHAVEZ. It came before the
committee, but the committee had not
acted upon the case when, unfortunately,
Senator Cutting lost his life in an air-
plane accident.

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from
New Mexico advises me that Senator
Cutting died before the Senate actually
took action.

Mr. WILEY. Then that unfortunate
accident disposed of the necessity for the
Senate acting upon similar facts. As I
understand, in the opinion of the Sena-
tor, that is the only instance in the his-
tory of contests before the Senate in
which the facts were more or less similar.

Mr. HENNINGS. I can find no other
precedent save the one to which the
Senator has alluded. The contest in
that case was terminated because of the
unfortunate death of Senator Cutting.

Mr. WILEY. Has there ever been a
previous example of a case such as we
now have before us, in which the Gov=-
ernor and other officials were conceded
the election, and the same Governor is-
sued a certificate of election for the Sen-
ator whose election was contested? Does
the Senator know of any such precedent?

Mr. HENNINGS. I have never heard
of such a case. It would seem to shock
all reason and good sense to say that a
Governor, 2 Members of the House, and
4 presidential electors from a State
were elected on November 4, 1952, but
that a United States Senator was not.
To follow the matter to its conclusion,
should the Senate adopt the majority re=
port as it is now before us, under the
Constitution of the United States, that
same Governor would, under the law of
the State of New Mexico, be called upon
to name a successor to the senior Senator
from New Mexico. We point that out in
the minority views.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yleld
for a question. Then I should like to
start my statement, in order to lay down
certain basic premises. Thereafter I

The case did not come
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shall be glad to yield from time to time
as questions may arise.

Mr. LEHMAN. Referring to the very
surprising deathbed suggestion that, in
the event the majority report should be
accepted by this body and the Governor
should appoint a successor to the elected
Member from New Mexico, the Senate
would disqualify such appointee, has
there been a case within the knowledge
of the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri in which the Senate disqualified
an appointee, or a prospective appointee,
in advance of his appointment?

Mr. HENNINGS. Let me say to the
distinguished Senator from New York
that this improvisation of the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
poN] may not have been particularly
good, but it was certainly quick. The mi-
nority expected to make some point of
the inconsistency and the towering and
monumental absurdity of this pro-
posal, among other things which we are
now called upon to sustain and act upon
by majority vote.

After 13 months the majority of the
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions has decided to shift its ground
somewhat. Not only is it proposed to
declare that no one was elected, but, in
effect, it is proposed to tell the people of
New Mexico that the election of their
Governor is tainted, that he may be Gov-
ernor, but that we here in Washington
do not think he is much of a Governor.
It is proposed to send word out to them,
should the Senate sustain the position
of the majority that, if the same Gov-
ernor should have the temerity to ap-
point anyone as Senator from this sov=
ereign State to take the place of Senator
DennNis CHAVEZ, the appointee would not
be hospitably received, and that the
Governor had better not offend our
tender sensibilities and affront us by
sending someone here, in compliance
with his legal duty and his duty under
the Constitution of the United States.
That, in effect, is the ground that is
taken.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield to my friend
from Idaho, and then I should like to
proceed.

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate the cour-
tesy of my colleague. Knowing him to
be an eminent attorney, I am desirous
of obtaining his views with respect to
the case of Moore against Seymour, the
Georgia case cited by the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT],
with respect to the mandatory rule gov-
erning a very similar situation. The
facts in that case are not completely set
forth. However, knowing the Senator
from Missouri as I do, I should like to
have his observation. I am very much
concerned over the cases which have
been cited. I am endeavoring to read
them as fast as I can. Before the Sen-
ator gets into the main part of his state-
ment, I should like to have his observa-
tion with respect to the case of Moore
against Seymour.

Mr. HENNINGS. The distinguished
Senator from Idaho and I happen to be
brethren on the Judiciary Committee,
In undertaking to answer this question,
I wish to say at the outset that in ap-
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proaching this question I hope we shall
all bear in mind that this is not a parti-
san matter. Our consideration of this
case should not partake solely of the
nature of partisan consideration. Of
course, it is partisan in its elements.
Any election is partisan. But I hope
that Senators, sitting as a judicial
tribunal to pass judgment upon the right
of one of our Members to hold his seat,
will not cast their votes strictly along
party lines. For that reason I appeal
not only to the Senator from Idaho, who
is a lawyer of experience and ability,
but to other lawyers and other fair-
minded Members on the majority side,
whether they be lawyers or not, to accord
this case the same mental hospitality, if
you please, the same disposition to treat
with the facts and to interpret the law,
as they would expect the Senate to do
in a case involving one of their own
number.

In answer to the question of my friend
from Idaho, I heard of the Georgia case
a moment ago. I have asked that the
decision in that case be brought to me.
I have not had an opportunity to read
it. I have tried to read many cases. As
we proceed, I shall bear the Senator's
question in mind and, to the best of my
ability, try to analyze that case.

As a lawyer, I should like to invite
the Senator’s attention to certain very
important language. Much has been
said in this case about the mandatory
duties, whether of the voters or of the
officials of the election, prescribed by
the statutory law of the State.

I am sure it will appeal to the reason
of the Senator when I suggest to him
that there is a distinction between man-
datory provisions relating to the con-
duct of an official of an election, as laid
down by law, and certain requirements
demanded of voters. Certain things are
required that an election official do, and
in certain sections of the law there are
provisions relating to the things which
a voter must do, such as are shown in
some cases which I shall cite later. If
a voter voluntarily exposes his ballot,
that is a violation of the secrecy of the
ballot, but its genesis is in the act of
the voter, and the voter is to blame if
he exposes his ballot to others in the
polling plc.ce or outside the polling place.

There is a mandatory provision in the
New Mexico election code that a ballot
must be marked in indelible pencil or
with pen and ink. Upon the voter de-
volves the duty of so marking his ballot.
That is obligatory and mandatory upon
the voter, and the statute provides that
ballots not so marked shall be void and
invalid.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. T yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator yield
so that I may refer to the Georgia case?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield.
I have sent for that case. I am sure the
Senator from Georgia has already read
it.

Mr. GEORGE. That was a case which
involved the issuance of securities,
namely, school bonds.

Mr. WELKER. No; it pertained to a
sheriff.
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Mr. GEORGE. The sheriff was mere-
1y the man who had charge of the elec-
tion, or who was charged with the re-
sponsibility of providing for a proper
election. It was an equitable suit for an
jinjunction, and it was held on demurrer
that the petition set forth a cause of
action, because a majority of the court—
the court itself was divided—concluded
that the statute was mandatory in the
case of a county which made no attempt
to regard the election law although the
county had adopted the Australian bal-
lot system.

I merely wished to call attention to
the fact that it was an equitable suit for
an injunction in which the court held
that the demurrer was not good, that is,
that the statute was mandatory. The
actual facts therein involved were, as I
recollect now, that there was no attempt
at all on the part of the county to com-
ply with the Australian ballot system,
which had been adopted in that county.
We originally had what we called the
local-option provision in our law.

Mr. . Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. I agree with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia. In
my brief research of the law involved in
the case I found that Moore against Sey-
mour was perhaps one of the strongest
cases in support of the majority report.

1 have never been a judge, although I
have been a lawyer—or I thought I had
been a lawyer—and I wish to say that I
shall be governed in this matter by what
1 believe are the law and equity and jus-
tice, regardless of where the chips may
fall. I paid rapt attention to the state-
ment of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
BarrerTl, and I shall pay equal atten-
tion to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. President, I
thank my colleague, the Senator from
Idaho for his contribution and his ques-
tions. I am sure that he, as well as all
other Members of the Senate, will under-
take to sit impartially and view this mat-
ter, not in the light and total aspect and
narrow boundaries and confines of par-
tisanship, but—I should not say that
they will rise to the dignity, because it
would be impudent on my part to say
so—but will continue to maintain the
dignity and fine impartiality to which
this great body has always exhibited
when called upon to exercise judgment
and reason and sense, and to apply the
law when passing upon a question involv-
ing another Member.

Mr. President, as the sole member of
the subcommittee minority, probably I
should first ask the indulgence of the
membership while I explain several
points which I have undertaken to place
in the minority view.

Before doing so, I know that every
Member of the Senate is conscious of
the fact that sitting before us today, at

"the bar of justice, if you please, Mr.
President, and, for aught we know, upon
the threshhold of his political eternity,
is DENNIS CHAVEZ, for 24 years an hon-
ored and an honorable Member of the
Congress of the United States.

He appears here as under indictment,
after 13 long and arduous and agonizing
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months, while a subcommittee sat in
judgment upon him and his qualifica-
tions to occupy a seat in this body, and
a large staff and force, gathered from
all over the country, overran the State
of New Mexico in an effort to find, if
they could, attaching to DENNIS CHAVEZ
evidence of fraud, evidence of misdoing,
evidence of impropriety.

I am compelled to say in all candor
that, making allowances—not com-
pletely excusing, but making allow-
ances—for a certain amount of youthful
zeal and ardor, and conceding that per-
haps partisanship, a worthy attribute in
some respects, might have had much to
do with this search for evidence, DENNIS
Cuavez is before his peers in this body
today a man of unblemished personal
character, and has emerged from this
ordeal and this crucible fire, if you please,
Mr. President, without even any sug-
gestion being made in the majority re-
port or anywhere else that he is guilty
of any fraud, that he was a party to
any impropriety, or that any person or
persons responsible to Senator CHAVEZ
committed fraud or any actual acts de-
signed for the purpose of having other
than an honest election and an honest
count of the ballots cast in New Mexico
on November 4, 1952.

Certain extraordinary circumstances
and faets, Mr. President, I believe should
be borne in mind by the Senate in con-
sidering the question of the election con-
test in New Mexico. I wish to disavow
now, and I hope I disavow on behalf of
the Members of the Democratic Party,
any suggestion that we as individuals or
as a party condone, tolerate, or treat
lightly any effort on the part of anyone,
irrespective of political affiliations, to
commit election thievery or election
fraud. If I may be pardoned for 1 per=-
sonal reference, as the district attor-
ney for a city of almost 3 times the pop-
ulation of the State of New Mexico, I
had many occasions to prosecute those
who would defile the ballot box and
those who would present a threat to the
untrammeled exercise of the will of a
sovereign people. I do not want any
misunderstanding on that score, Mr.
President. I have read in some news-
paper accounts that because there are
more Democrats in the Senate by one
than there are Republicans, the result
is a foregone conclusion.

I wish, Mr. President, to lay down the
proposition and to do so with the utmost
of sincerity and conviction of which I
am capable, that I am not asking or urg-
ing any Member of this body on this side
of the aisle to vote to sustain the minority
views merely because the Senator who is
on trial, so to speak, before us is a Demo-
crat, a member of my party. I would
disavow any such suggestion. This is an
opportunity for the United States Sen-
ate, Republicans as well as Democrats,
who have been sent to this body by the
voters of the 48 States of the Union, to
fulfill one of the highest duties and, at
the same time, one of the most awesome
responsibilities laid upon United States
Senators, that of sitting in judgment
upon a colleague. I beseech the Mem-
bers of the Senate, including our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
to consider the facts, the evidence, and
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the law and to interpret them in the
light of reason, in the light of justice,
and in the light of commonsense.

The investigation, Mr. President, was,
from the very outset, in my judgment,
conducted with complete disregard for
the well-established principle that an
election contest is not an adversary pro-
ceeding. In the best American tradi-
tion, an election contest should be a
conscientious and objective effort to con-
sider all the relevant facts in a given
case and to arrive at conclusions sus=-
tained by the facts.

The failure of the subcommittee to
conduct its work in an objective and a
nonpartisan manner, the apparent in-
tent from the start to disfranchise the
voters of the State of New Mexico, and
to deprive a duly elected United States
Senator of his seat, I hope to make
abundantly clear as the matter is being
presented and tried.

It must be said, however, that what
has been a determined effort, using every
available means, to discredit Senator
DennNIis CHAVEZ and to taint his election
with fraud, has failed dismally and
utterly. Senator CmAvEZ has been among
us many years in honorable service, and
he emerges a man of unblemished char-
acter and unquestioned integrity. No
fraud or corruption in any way attribu-
table to Senator CrHavEZ, placing the most
liberal possible construction upon what
we may call fraud or corruption or vio-
lation of the statutory requirements im-
posed on the officials of elections, has
been found, nor has it even been sug-
gested.

Today, Mr. President, the United
States Senate is being asked to declare
Senator CuHAVEZ' seat vacant because,
under the most liberal and extreme in-
terpretation—and I am far from ready
to agree, as the argument will later de-
velop, with the interpretation of some of
the cases which the majority places upon
them—certain irregularities have been
alleged. In those circumstances it is in-
teresting to note that under the prece=-
dents of the Senate no contest has ever
emerged from a Senate committee with a
recommendation that a duly elected
United States Senator be deprived of his
seat because the election officials of a
State have failed to comply fully with
that State's election code, in the absence
of any showing of fraud or corruption
on the part of the Senator so affected.
No legal or moral basis exists for the at-
tempt now being made to declare vacant
the seat occupied by the senior Senator
from New Mexico.

The recommendations of the majority
report, if adopted, would establish a
precedent which would do violence to
justice and reason and would arise to
confront the Senate in elections here-
after.

Every Senator should ask himself the
question whether he would be content
to have his own election judged under
the circumstances and theories which
the majority report advocates in this
case.

Mr. President, although prior to the
afternoon of March 11, I had never seen
the majority report in this case, nor had
I sighted it, interestingly enough my
name appears at the end of the conclu-
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sions and findings on page 5, showing
me as a dissenting member of the com-
mittee. I desire to acknowledge the
compliment indicating that I, of course,
would dissent from this remarkable doc-
ument., Since my name has been at-
tached to the report, I wonder if all the
other things contained in the report are
entitled to as much credibility as is the
fact that my signature was placed on the
majority report without my having seen
or read any part of it, any draft of it, any
proof of it, or even a paragraph of it.

As a matter of justice and right, as
well as in conformity with the prece-
dents of the Senate, when a subcommit-
tee is charged with the investigation of
an election of a United States Senator,
both major political parties should be
represented during the preparation and
completion of a report. But in this case
the minority was excluded entirely from
any of the normal and necessary activi-
ties and participation.

Why do I say that? Because I am
serving in my fourth year as a member
of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections. For a short time, I was chair-
man of the subcommittee. I had the
naive notion, and apparently the mis-
guided belief, that sometimes when a
committee acts, it acts as a committee.
‘When the preliminary report was pre-
sented, indicating that all the charges,
or most of them, in the petition filed by
General Hurley in his complaint were
true, I voted to conduet a preliminary
investigation. That has been the policy
of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections and the old Committee on
Privileges and Elections from time im-
memorial.

Certainly, within recent years, when a
responsible party to a proceeding, a can-
didate, a State chairman, or anyone else
who had a right to make a complaint,
made one, there was a preliminary in-
vestigation, Thereafter the preliminary
investigation indicated either that there
had been widespread acts of fraud and
misdoings or that there had not been.

It seemed to me that, in all justice and
fairness, Senator CHAVEZ was entitled to
have his name cleared and his election
stabilized ; or the converse: that if Gen-
eral Hurley had been the victim of fraud,
vote stealing, or the misdoings of Sena-
tor Cravez or any of his agents, then, in
turn, General Hurley should be the bene-
ficiary of whatever facts might be ascer-
tained by the committee.

Apparently the rights and interests of
the minority in this instance were com-
pletely disregarded, and disregarded
upon the assumption that the minority
has no rights. The minority member of
the subcommittee was at no time con-
sulted about the employment of any
member of the entire subcommittee staff,
consisting, at various times, of, in the
neighborhood of, 60 or more persons.

Only after repeated insistence was the
minority member of the subcommittee
allowed counsel; and then only for a
period of some 3 months, when counsel
representing the minority resigned, be-
cause he realized the futility of trying
to protect the interests of the minority
and of trying to encourage a nonpartisan
approach to the procedures and eondi-
tions at issue. The reason was that Mr.
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Ehrlich, counsel for the minority, was
never shown any documents, papers, or
other information whatsoever., When
he went to New Mexico, he was not
treated as a part of the staff, and was
unable to perform his duties, or any part
of them.

I may say that during that period of
time I was eonstantly and repeatedly re-
quested not to insist that Mr. Ehrlich
remain on the staff because, as it was
put to me, Mr. Ehrlich would not do any-
thing. Later investigation disclosed that
minority counsel was never treated as
counsel; that he was there merely at the
sufferance—the naked, bare sufferance—
of the committee counsel—the counsel in
chief, as I believe he was called—and of
the other members of the staff.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HENNINGS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Mis-
souri has made an amazing statement to
the effect that he was not given an op-
portunity to join in the majority report.
I wonder if he was consulted about the
proposed findings of the majority re-
port, or the logic upon which those find=-
ings were to be based.

Mr. HENNINGS. In answer to the
Senator’s question, I may say that I
never was consulted. I had no oppor-
tunity even to dissent. I was simply put
down as dissenting, and that was it.

Mr. LONG. Is the Senate to under-
stand that the majority of the subcom-
mittee did not even accord to a member
of the subcommittee an opportunity to
consult with them about the basis upon
which it was proposed to recommend
that a member of the staff should be
discharged from the service of the com-~
mittee?

Mr. HENNINGS. I fear that the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is about as naive as
I was when I embarked upon the under-
taking. I had the notion that “subcom=
mittee” meant exactly what its name
implied—that it was to be composed, in
this case, of two members from majority
and one member from the minority. I
had the idea that the subcommittee
would sit down and discuss the case.

When I was chairman of the com-
mittee, some time ago, we always called
in the minority member, went over with
him . the drafts of committee reports,
tried to come to some adjustment and
accommodation with respect to varying
views, and endeavored to reach the im-
mediate objections of the minority.
Whatever decision was reached was the
consensus of the entire committee, At
Jeast, an effort was made to follow that
pattern.

It happened that during my 3 previous
years of service on the committee, in all
instances, the Subcommittee on Privi-
leges and Elections made reports which
were unanimous. I can remember as
many as 4 or 5 occasions when the mi-
nority and the majority agreed. Each
gave a little here and a little there, and
we agreed upon a report which struck
a balance between the equities, the
rights, and the views of both sides.

But in this case no minority member
was given an opportunity to pass upon
any of the employees; nor was he, ex-
cept grudgingly, allowed to have counsel;
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and when that counsel went to New Mex-
ico he was not allowed to do anything
ortwas not shown anything. There he
sat.

Mr. LONG. I believe the Senator
from Missouri was a member of the com=
mittee when a very controversial case
involving a Member of the Senate was
conducted during a previous Congress.
I believe that was the investigation per-
taining to the Senator from Maryland
and the distinguished senior Senator
from Missouri was a member of that
committee.

Mr. HENNINGS. Yes. Iwasamem-
ber of the committee during the investi-
gation in Maryland and in Ohio, the
Hanley investigation in New York, and
the investigation in Pennsylvania.

Mr. LONG. In those instances, when
the Senator from Missouri was a mem-
ber of the subcommittee previously, and
other Senators were being investigated,
at a time when the Senator from Mis-
souri was on the majority side of the
aisle, can the Senator from Missouri re-
call any instance in which the minority
was excluded from an opportunity to
vote upon or discuss procedure or pro-
posed findings?

Mr. HENNINGS. There has never
been any such occasion, to my very defi-
nite knowledge, I may say to the Senator
from Louisiana. The committee always
tried to treat the minority members of
the committee as equals, and gave equal
opportunities to minority members of
the committee.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. It was my pleasure
to serve with the distinguished Senator
from Missouri for several years on the
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions. Can the Senator from Missouri
remember a single time or a single con-
ference which was ever held by the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections,
in which we did not have in attendance,
if they were in the city and available, the
full membership of the minority side?

Mr. HENNINGS. Perhaps the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma will remember that
at one time the subcommittee consisted
of five members. I am thinking particu-
larly of the investigation in the State of
Maryland. The Senator may remember
that five members of the subcommittee
sat around the table and wrote the
report.

Mr. MONRONEY. There was full dis-
cussion of the report by all members,
and the report as published was unani-
mous. All the minority members con-
tributed as much to the report as did
the majority members.

Mr. HENNINGS. That has been frue,
as the Senator from Oklahoma well
knows, throughout his tenure of service
on the committee.

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not true that
at all times counsel for the minority at-
tended the meetings, and was given the
fullest cooperation, and his suggestions
were given the fullest consideration, by
both counsel for the majority and ma-
jority members of the committee?

Mr, HENNINGS. The Senator is emi-
nently correct,
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Mr. MONRONEY. That was the rea-
son why the committee was able to func-
tion harmoniously and to submit unani=-
mous reports which were largely un-
challenged.

Mr. HENNINGS. The committee pro=
ceeded under the apparently somewhat
antiquated, old-fashioned notion that
the Subcommittee on Privilegzes and
Elections had a duty to find facts, not to
prove anything for or against anyone;
and that it was obligated to make an ob-
jective and impartial effort to arrive at a
recommendation and a report which
comported with the facts and the law.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
yield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely desire to
make it perfectly clear also that prior to
the time the Committee on Rules and
Administration took over jurisdiction
over elections, under the Reorganization
Act, with which the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oklahoma had much to do,
along with Senator La Follette, of Wis=
consin, there was a Special Committee
To Investigate Senatorial Campaign Ex-
penditures, of which the senior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], who now
sits beside me, was chairman. Prior to
the enactment of the Reorganization Act,
I happened to be a member of that com-
mittee, and we would all sit around the
table, and under the chairmanship of
the Senator from Louisiana, the mem-
bers of the opposition party were freely
permitted to appoint their own counsel
and clerks.

Mr. HENNINGS. I do not wish to bur=
den the record or labor the point any
further, Mr. President, but I did desire to
make the statement and the declaration
that the duties of the minority member
have at times been made rather difficult
because of the fact that it did not seem
to be within the purview of the investi=
gation and procedure that the minority
member should have either counsel or
any investigators upon whom he could
rely because of recommending their ap-
pointment or even ratifying them, How=-
ever, be that as it may.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. I wish to refer to the re-
port of the committee.

Mr. HENNINGS. Is the Senator
speaking of the majority report?

Mr. BUSH. Yes; I am.

Mr. HENNINGS. Will the Senator tell
me to what page he is referring?

Mr. BUSH. I am referring to page 96,
section 5, under the heading “Subcom-
mittee Orders Full-Scale Investigation
and Recount.”

That portion of the report states:

On April 17, 1953, the subcommittee after
carefully considering the preliminary report

filed by the staff, ordered a full-scale investi-
gation of the election—

And so forth. Does the Senator not
‘recall that that was done? Was he not
present as a member of the committee?

Mr. HENNINGS. Oh, yes; I recall
that very well. If the Senator desires
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me to answer his question, I shall be very
glad to do so.

Mr. BUSH. I certainly shall be glad
to have the answer of the Senator, be-
cause I have been receiving the impres=-
sion that the Senator was not included
in the subcommittee's actions.

Mr. HENNINGS. I shall be glad to
answer the question. The Senator raises
the question as some indication or im-
pression that I was not present or that I
took no part in those proceedings. Is
that the impression which the Senator is
receiving?

Mr. BUSH. Yes. I understood the
Senator to be developing the point that
he was sort of an outsider in the whole
proceedings. I should simply like to
go back to the beginning and ascertain
whether the Senator was present at the
meeting. I do not know whether or not
the Senator voted for the investigation.

Mr. HENNINGS. I did. I just stated
that.

Mr. BUSH. The report states that a
full-scale investigation was ordered. At
least the Senator was there up to that
point, was he not?

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from
Connecticut has been present and has
been listening very attentively. I be-
lieve I said that following a preliminary
investigation allegations were made re-
lating to certain irregularities, including
fraud, in the State of New Mexico. I
then certainly voted to investigate such
allegations, with the understanding that
Bernalillo County, which is the county
comprising about 25 percent of the entire
voting population of the State, was to be
counted as a test county.

It is true that the chairman of the
subcommittee has stated that that was
not his understanding. He has stated
that he believed it was to be a full-scale
investigation. It was understood that
the committee was to select the county
about which General Hurley complained
and which he suggested was the county
in which the greatest law violation was
committed. With such an understand-
ing, and not as a partisan member, but
as a member of a subcommittee which
was trying to ascertain what the facts
were, I voted for a preliminary investi=
gation. I stated that before.

Mr. BUSH. The report further states
that on May 27, 1953, members of the
subcommittee met in Albuguerque for the
following purposes: To approve rules of
procedure, and so forth.

Lgr. HENNINGS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. BUSH. It does not sound to me
as if the Senator was so much of an out-
sider up to that point in the proceedings.

Mr. HENNINGS. I might ask my good
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut, if he knows when the in-
vestigation started.

Mr. BUSH. I presume the record
shows that.

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from
Connecticut is making observations
about my participation. I assume he
knows when the investigation started.
The Senator would hardly be qualified
to make observations about the extent
of my participation if he did not know
when the investigation started.
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Mr. BUSH. My understanding is that
the investigation began immediately
after the election.

Mr. HENNINGS. I should like to ask
the Senator just when the investigation
did begin.

Mr. BUSH. I would have to look at
the record.

Mr. HENNINGS. While the Senator
is looking at the record, I should like to
state—

Mr. BUSH. Perhaps the Senator can
enlighten us. I am not priding myself
on a knowledge of the record. Perhaps
the Senator can tell us when the inves-
tigation began.

Mr. HENNINGS. I heard the Sen-
ator from Connecticut make certain
observations about the Senator from
Missouri. I was assuming the Senator
knew when the investigation began.
Does the Senator know when the investi=-
gation ended?

Mr. BUSH. I assume it has not ended
yet, or the Senate would not now be
considering it.

I am trying to follow the statement
of the Senator from Missouri very closely.
He has given me the impression that he
has been dissociated in the investigation
and that he has been ignored by the sub-
committee. I do not approve of that
kind of conduct. I am trying to ascer-
tain from the record whether the Sen-
ator was actually in New Mexico at the
meeting in May, whether or not he voted
for the investigation, and so forth.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I do
not want to dwell on the question too
long, and I do not think the Senator
from Connecticut will, either, when he
realizes what the ecircumstances were.
Of course I voted for the investigation.
I stated that I did before the Senator
asked the question, and I stated why, I
have also stated that a report was pre-
sented to the committee which I had
never seen, and my name was signed to
it, although I had never signed it. I
said I had no employee on the commit=
tee, either on the staff or in a legal way,
except counsel for a period of 3 months,
and he was excluded. I mentioned that,
inecidentally, to show some of the spirit
behind this investigation.

I might inquire of the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut, as a reason-
able man, if he were a member of the
minority, would he expect to be treated
in that manner? Would he not expect
to be consulted about employees? Would
he not expect to have counsel of his own
choosing, who could have access to some
of the data in the investigations which
were being conducted?

Mr. BUSH. The Senator has asked a
very reasonable question. My answer is,
Yes; I would expect that.

Mr. HENNINGS. I know the Senator
is very fair.

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator for
that observation, but I have looked at
the record, and it seemed to me that up
to a certain point the Senator partici-
pated in the whole investigation. I do
not know whether it was the fault of the
chairman or why it was, but the Senator
seems to have disassociated himself from
the proceedings at some point.

GS. No; I did not.
Mr BUSH. I am sorry I interrupted.
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Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad the Sen-
ator did. I do not want any misappre-
hension about the matter. I do not want
to be whining or complaining; I merely
want to state the facts as they were. For
example, I was assured, at a meeting in
December, that I would be given portions
of the majority report, or a report, from

time to time, so that I could correct it,

look at it, and either agree or disagree
with it. A week from last Thursday I
was handed the entire report, to which
my name had been signed, none of which
report I had even seen. I was given no
preliminary report. It took from Sep-
tember to March, when the subcommit-
tee returned from New Mexico, to pre-

pare the majority report. I had 6 days.

in which to read the majority report and
to undertake to prepare the minority
views. Let me ask the Senator from
Connecticut whether under those cir-
cumstances he would feel he had been
treated as a member of the subcom-
mittee?

Mr. BUSH. I consider the question
of how I would feel about the matter
to be irrelevant.

Mr. HENNINGS. I think it is very
important, however.

Mr. BUSH. But I believe the Senator
from Missouri has a very good point, if
that is the fact of the situation.

Mr. HENNINGS. I give the Senator
from Connecticut my word that it is
the fact.

Mr. BUSH. I would not doubt the
Senator’s word.

In connection with this matter I won-
der whether at some point the Senator
from Missouri dissociated himself from
the proceedings and “signed off,” so to
speak, or whether he was deliberately
ignored by the majority members of the
subcommittee.

Mr. HENNINGS. At no time did I dis-
sociate myself from the committee’s op-
erations. Of course, during December
there were other committee meetings for
me to attend. I did attend some of the
meetings of the subcommittee. At others
I was represented. For a time I was ill;
and on other occasions I was in Wash-
ington, attending other committee
meetings.

The point probably is not too impor-
tant; but it does indicate, I am sure, to
a man as fair-minded as the Senator
from Connecticut, that there has been
some irregularity in the way this matter
has been handled.

For example, would the Senator from
Connecticut like to have his name signed
to a report he never saw? Of course,
that is a rhetorical question which I shall
not ask the Senator from Connecticut
to answer.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield to me
at this point?

Mr. HENNINGS. Yes, if the Senator
from Louisiana thinks this is an ap-
propriate time for me to interrupt my
basic statement.

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like to
know when the Senator from Missouri
was advised that the entire subcommit-
tee would meet to decide whether the
entire election should be set aside. Was
that guestion taken up in any meeting
of the subcommittee?
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Mr. HENNINGS. It never was taken
up in the subcommittee. Does the
Senator from Louisiana refer to the
80,000 votes?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Missouri will recall that the hearings
which have been placed on our desks
show that Mr. Ware, who was chief
counsel of the Subcommittee on Privi-
leges and Elections, had, in Albuquerque,
a conference in which certain stipula-
tions were agreed upon, in regard to con-
ducting the investigation under certain
rules and regulations which were laid
down. Surely at that time it was the
intention to take into consideration the
petition which was filed.

When was the Senator from Missouri
advised—or was the matter ever taken
up by the subcommittee—that the peti-
tion would be laid aside, and that a new
course of action would be taken in con-
nection with these proceedings?

Mr. HENNINGS. As nearly as I can
recall, I do not know whether the min-
utes of the hearings will reflect that it
was ever taken up. I have no informa-
tion about it.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have looked in
vain in the hearings, and there is ab-
solutely nothing to show when the peti-
tion was set aside and a decision made
to pursue the other course.

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Sena-
tor from Louisianna.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri yield to me?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LONG. Are we to understand
that this contest began when General
Hurley alleged there had been fraud on
the part of Senator Cuavez, and that,
therefore, General Hurley should be de-
clared to be the person elected from
New Mexico to the Senate?

Mr. HENNINGS. Undoubtedly that
was the beginning of it.

Mr. LONG. Are we also to under-
stand that the subcommittee investi-
gated those charges, and found there
had not been fraud by Senator CHAVEZ;
and that then, in a meeting from which
the minority member of the subcommit-
tee was excluded, or perhaps at no meet-
ing at all, the majority members of the
subcommittee arrived at the conclusion
that the charges were not proved, but
that the subcommittee, on its own mo-
tion, should file a complaint to the ef-
fect that there was no election, and that
it should proceed on that basis, with-
out informing the minority member of
the new course of action?

Mr. HENNINGS. I can inform the
Senator from Louisiana that the pro-
posal to declare the election in New
Mexico a nullity was, insofar as I know,
never submitted to the committee.

Mr. LONG. So do I correctly under-
stand that the Senator from Missouri
never had a chance to discuss with the
other members of the subcommittee the
proposed course of action?

Mr. HENNINGS. No; no more than I
had an opportunity to discuss the amend-
ment to the resolution offered this after-
noon by the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. CornonN1.

Mr, LONG. 8o the Senator from Mis-
souri, sitting as the only minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, was under the
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impression that he was helping to inves-
tigate charges against Senator CHAVEZ,
based on the theory that if Senator
Caavez were found guilty of the charges,
perhaps Mr. Hurley might be seated; and
then, without even discussing the matter
with the Senator from Missouri, the
other members of the subcommittee ap-
parently filed their own bill of particu- -
lars, and found the election no contest;
is that correct?

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from
Louisiana is exactly correct. Before the
report was published and before I saw it,
I had intimations from the press that
that would be the finding; but I had no
knowledge about it from the committee.

Mr. LONG. Then are we. to under-
stand that the majority of the subcom-
mittee filed a report which they described
as being the majority report, and did not .
even discuss it with the Senator from
Missouri?

Mr. HENNINGS. I state unequivocally
that I never saw the report or any part
of it or any proof of it, but my name was
signed to it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Missouri yield at this
point?

Mr., HENNINGS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. Can the senior
Senator from Missouri tell us whether
the minutes of a meeting of the Subcom-
mittee on Privileges and Elections, show
that the report was ever voted on? Does
the record of the subcommittee show
that the minority member of the sub-
committee was ever given an opportunity
at any of the subcommittee’s sessions to
know that the report was to be forth-
coming and was to be voted upon at that
time?

Mr. HENNINGS. In answer, let me
say that on Wednesday, a week ago,
there was a meeting of the Committee on
Rules and Administration. The minor=-
ity member had been ill with an attack
of influenza. I attended the Wednesday
meeting. At the meeting, I was advised
that a galley proof would be ready on
Friday or Saturday night.

When the minority member came to
the Senate to vote on the Alaska state-
hood amendment, on Thursday, the re-
port was handed to him.

I can find no record—and I have asked
the committee clerk to give me the min-
utes of the several meetings—that the
report was ever submitted to the subcom-
mittee at a meeting which I did not at-
tend. On the last day the report was
handed, I believe, to my administrative
assistant, as a completed report.

Mr. MONRONEY. But the senior
Senator from Missouri will, I know, fully
realize that the subcommittee, as well as
the parent committee, is bound by the
rules of procedure of the parent com-
mittee; and I know of no legal process
under the rules by which any report
either of a subcommittee or of the full
committee can possibly reach the floor
of the Senate, for consideration, if there
has not even been a pretense of holding
a meeting of the committee.

I think we stand in a rather poor light
before the country if we try to say that
the result of the election of a Member of
the United States Senate shall be set
aside on the basis that all the details
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of the election laws to be enforced in
the various counties by the county elec-
tion boards were not fully observed.

Yet, apparently, the Members of the
subcommittee willfully violated the
known rules of the Senate Committee on
Rules and Administration, and submitted
to the Senate a report which was not
properly before the majority members;
nothing in the subcommittee’s record in-
dicates that it was properly before them.

Mr. HENNINGS. Lamentably, I think
the Senator is correct in his observation.

If I may continue with my statement,
the subcommittee investigators were
ordered to return to the State of New
Mexico in September 1953. The minor-
ity member had been assured by the
chief counsel that he would be given
portions of the report from time to time
as it was being completed. Of course,
this was never done, as I suggested to
the distinguished Senator from Connec-
ticut [Mr. BusH].

These repeated violations of precedent
and the flagrant disregard of the clear
duty with respect to rights and obliga-
tions of a minority, and to consult with
him in the investigation and prepara-
tion of a report, compel the minority
member to state advisedly—although re-
Iuctantly—that neither the investigation
nor the report of its conclusions in this
case was the product of the collective ac-
tion and deliberation of the full subcom-
mittee.

It must be remembered that the au-
thority of the subcommittee to marshal
and evaluate evidence relating to this
contest was apparently assumed by the
staff investigators. The staff investiga-
tors prepared the so-called evidence in
their own manner and by their own
methods. There is serious question as to
whether the subcommittee can delegate
to its chief counsel the authority to re-
ceive and evaluate evidence before the
Senate, as apparently has been done in
this case.

In the judgment of the minority mem-
ber, the majority report withholds es-
sential facts. It misinterprets legal de-
cisions. It is misleading as to the evi-
dence, and lacking in relevancy, as I
shall undertake to establish these state-
ments as I proceed, and as I have under-
taken to do in the minority views. As
a result, any attempt to answer all the
misstatements and all the errors is im-
possible.

The minority member of the subcom-
mittee, knowing his distinguished col-
leagues of the majority to be men of
sound judgment and experience, finds it
difficult to believe that they wrote or
prepared any part of the majority re-
port. Nor does he know whether or not
his colleagues, in filing this report, as-
sumed responsibility for its entire con-
tents. The minority member assures the
Senate, however, that he has prepared
his own report and is thoroughly fami-
liar with its contents, and accepts full
responsibility for it.

The minority member further states
affirmatively and emphatically that even
the most unfavorable construction which
might be placed upon any of the facts
claimed to have developed as the result
of the investigation fails to show that
any official of the election in New Mex~
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ico committed fraud for the benefit of
the senior Senator from New Mexico or
to the detriment of General Hurley.

Nor is there any evidence whatsoever
that the total vote of the senior Sena-
tor from New Mexico was in any way
increased as the result of the possible
failure of certain officials of the election
to comply in all particulars with the code
of elections. Nor is there any evidence
that General Hurley’s total vote was
diminished. Although no fraud was
shown on the part of the election offi-
cials, the majority report attempts to
make its case by translating the possible
failure of officials to comply with all the
technical sections of the election code
into a mandatory duty on the part of the
voters.

Assuredly it cannot be earnestly con-
tended that the voter by the statutes of
New Mexico regulating the duties of the
State officials, has a mandatory duty im-
posed upon him to insist that the officials
of the elections comply with the law. In
other words, it seems abundantly clear
that one cannot say that because a voter
goes into a polling place and does not see
a certain number of voting booths—and
we know not how many are required un-
der the law, because the law does not
state; it says an “adequate” number—
the voter is thereby compelled to bring a
mandamus action against the officials of
the election to supply certain booths, in
order not to be disfranchised, and in
order to have his vote counted as it is
cast. That does not comport with sense
or reason, and it does not comport with
the law in New Mexico or anywhere else
that I know anything about. Certainly
it cannot be suggested as a corollary
that, if the voter does not insist that
certain of the paraphernalia of the elec-
tion be present in the polling place, not
only he, but all other voters in the pre-
cinet, will be disfranchised. This seems
to be what the majority report recom-
mends that the Senate adopt as a prin-
ciple of procedure and as a precedent.

It seems to me that the chief counsel
has in this manner misconstrued the in-
tent of the legislature, in his construc-
tion of the word “mandatory”. There
was much discussion and debate on that
subject earlier in the day. I asked the
chairman of the subcommittee, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
Barrerrl, if he could suggest any pro-
vision whatsoever in the code of the
State of New Mexico governing elections
which required that a ballot cast in some
place other than a voting booth should
not be counted. The Senator from Wyo-
ming suggested section 56-336, which I
undertook to cover in the minority views,
and which relates to ballots removed
from the room in which the election is
being conducted.

As we all know, the general rule in
construing statutes and interpreting
statute law is that the title to a section
is a part of the section of the statute.
The title of section 56-336 relates to the
removal of ballots from the election
room.

I hope that the construction placed
upon the so-called mandatory duty,
which relates to the duty laid upon the
officials of the election by the law, could
not have been a deliberate attempt to
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mislead the Senate. I hope it was due to
a lack of understanding of the law. The
cases cited in the majority report as
authority for this conclusion are not in
point, as will hereafter be shown, and as
has been shown in the minority views.
All the adjudicated cases, including those
cited by the majority, are overwhelming
authority against the position of the
majority.

There are all sorts of ways to read a
case. There are all sorts of ways to
quote the opinions of courts, to quote
obiter dicta, and, as in this instance, to
leave a part of a provision of the statute
out of the report.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will my
distinguished colleague from Missouri
yield to me?

Mr. HENNINGS. Before my friend
from Michigan rose, I said that I should
like to complete this statement, but I
am very glad to yield to the Senator
from Michigan. I wish to be fair. I
hope I do not have to assure the Senator
from Michigan of that. Iknow he wants
to be fair.

Mr. POTTER. I know the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri is always
fair in his statements, and therefore
there must have been an oversight on
his part when he made his statement
relating to the report, because I call his
attention to page 13 of the majority
report. I believe the Senator from Mis-
souri is making his argument on the
basis that the majority report failed to
cite section 56-336, which pertains to the
removal of ballots from the election
room.

There was no disposition on the part of
the majority to deceive the Senate.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, may
I ask my good friend from Michigan to
which report he is now referring?

Mr. POTTER. I am referring to the
majority report on the resolution which
we are now debating.

Mr. HENNINGS. When did the ma-
jority report come to the Senate? I may
say that I have been working from the
subcommittee print. I had 6 days in
which to undertake the preparation of
the minority views, and I worked with
what was given to me on Thursday eve=-
ning a week ago.

Mr. POTTER. I am sure the Senator
from Missouri, if he had had the report
before him, would not have made his
statement. Before he continues with his
remarks, if he does not have a copy of
the report available, I shall be glad to
make one available to him.

Mr. HENNINGS. Of course, I had to
work with what was furnished to me by
the majority of the committee. If re-
visions have been made in the report
since I was handed a copy of the sub-
committee print on Thursday, and from
which I started to work immediately,
because I had to do so, I am not aware
of that fact. I could not very well ask
if there were any revisions of the report.

Mr. POTTER. This is the latest re-
port. I believe we had a committee
print prepared, and about two days later
the official committee report was issued.
That is what I am referring to at the
moment, I believe the official commit-
tee report came out the following day,
after the report to which the distin-
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guished Senator from Missouri is re-
ferring to. I am confident this section
was contained in the committee print.

Mr. HENNINGS. Now that the Sen-
ator is here, I certainly do not wish to
misstate anything.

Mr. POTTER. I know the Senator
from Missouri would never think of doing
any such thing.

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator
understand that section 56-336, relat-
ing to the removal of ballots from the
election room, is the only section in
the New Mexico Code which contains any
provision relating to ballots not cast in
a booth? I asked that question of the
Senator from Wyoming, before the Sen-
ator from Michigan came to the floor.
I asked him whether there was any pro=-
vision in the election code of the State
of New Mexico which required that a
ballot not voted in the so-called booth—
although the statute also refers to com-
partments—shall not be counted or con-
sidered a valid ballot. To state the con-
verse of my question, I asked the Sena-
tor from Wyoming whether he under-
stood that any ballot not cast in a booth,
whether marked in a compartment or
elsewhere, was, by the same token, not
to be considered a valid or proper ballot.

The Senator from Wyoming suggested
section 56-336, which relates to the re-
moval of ballots from election rooms.
That section in part provides:

Except as in this act (chapter) elsewhere
provided, no person shall be permitted by
the judges of the election during the con-
duct of any election to remove from the
room in which the election is being con-
ducted, any official ballot. No ballot so re-
moved and marked—

That refers back to the ballots in the
election room, I assume—
except in the proper booths urder the super-
vision of the election officlals—

No ballot so removed and marked—

That refers back to the ballots in the
election room—
except in the proper booths under the su-
pervision of the election officials, as pro-
vided in this act (chapter), shall be depos-
ited in any ballot box or counted or can-
vassed by any election officials or canvassing
board.

I realize that the Senator from Michi-
gan does not labor under the disadvan-
tage of being a lawyer—

Mr. POTTER. I seek my legal advice
from my learned friend, the Senafor
from Missouri, but I am amazed at the
construction which he is placing on this

age.

Mr. HENNINGS. I wonder whether
there is another section of the statute
which relates to the casting of ballots in
booths, than the so-called mandatory
provision, upon which such stress has
been laid by the majority, relating to the
right of the voter to exercise his fran-
chise and to have his vote counted, irre-
spective of the fact that the official of
the election may not furnish all of the
paraphernalia—in this case booths, or
what might be meant by the nebulous
and hard-to-define term adequate booths
or booths of certain construction—for
the benefit of the voter.

I realize that I am asking several ques-
tions, but I am honestly trying to get
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the benefit of the Senator’'s opinion, be-
cause I know he has been very fair and
very judicious throughout the entire in-
vestigation.

Does the Senator from Michigan be-
lieve that the right of a voter to have his
vote counted as cast is or is not para-
mount to the attempt to regulate the
various minutia of the conduct of the
officials of the election? Is not the im-
portant consideration, in other words, to
give the voter the right to vote and to
have his vote counted and to stabilize
and to insist upon his franchise; and is
not his right to his vote being preserved
more important than holding that be-
cause officials did not haul a certain
number of booths to a precinct or to the
voting places the voter shall lose his
right to cast his vote?

Mr. POTTER. In answer to the ques-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Missouri I should like to say that cer-
tainly I believe every voter should vote
in such a manner that his vote will count.
However, I am sure the distinguished
Senator from Missouri will agree with me
that one of the fundamental principles
of our form of government is a secret
ballot.

When that right has been violated,
when we have no knowledge as to
whether a person had an opportunity to
vote in secret, then I say it is much better
not to count such votes even at the cost
of disfranchising hundreds or thousands
of voters, in order to protect the chief
cornerstone of the foundation of our
representative form of government.

Mr. HENNINGS. I certainly agree
with my distinguished friend that it is
very important to protect the secrecy of
the ballot. I go along with him on that
proposition. However, I wish to ask him
this further question, if I may. I gather
that the Senator from Michigan takes
it to be a predicate to secrecy of the
ballot that a ballot be marked in a voting
booth. My notion of the secrecy of the
ballot relates to whether in fact the man-
ner in which a voter voted actually was
observed, not merely could have been
observed.

Mr. POTTER. That is where I dis-
agree entirely with the distinguished
Senator from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS. If that be the case,
how would the Senator from Michigan
interpret the alternative provision in the
code of the State of New Mexico provid-
ing for booths or compartments? What
would the Senator suggest might be
meant by a compartment?

Mr. POTTER. I believe there we are
entering the field of semantics. I am
confident when the law refers to a com-
partment it refers to a booth-type com-
partment. I thoroughly disagree with
the conclusion suggested by the Senator
from Missouri when he says it is a ques-
tion of whether the ballot was observed,

I say it is just as important whether
it could have been observed. The Sen=-
ator has seen the type of ballots which
we have in Michigan, and I assume he
has seen the type of ballots used in New
Mexico and in other States. Persons
voting in schools or certain other places
find it most difficult to hide from ob-
servation the way they are voting. I
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do not know whether John Jones sitting
in the far corner of the room could note
how another person voted, but the op-
portunity was there, and the voter is
under a cerfain feeling of intimidation
when he knows he is not voting in
secret,

Mr, HENNINGS. Then it is the Sen=
ator’s view that a booth is necessary in
;:o:mection with the secrecy of the bal-
ot?

Mr. POTTER. Not necessarily so.

Mr. HENNINGS. And it is an indis-
pensable adjunct to the secrecy of the
ballot.

Mr. POTTER. I say that without
booths it is most difficult to have secrecy
of the ballot.

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator
consider that anyone who votes in any
place other than a booth, under the pro-
visions of the law of the State of New
Lﬁg’xico, should not have his ballot count-
ed?

Mr. POTTER. Every possible oppor-
tunity was there for nonsecrecy. Such
voters are under a cloud as to whether
there was a secret ballot.

Mr. HENNINGS. To carry it one
step further, does not the Senator from
Michigan concede that if the voter be
under a cloud, there rests a duty to show
that the vote was improperly cast, that
the vote was subject to coercion or
threat, or that there had been some-
thing other than the ordinary processes,
which violated the exercise of the voter's
free will not only as to secrecy surround-
ing the manner in which he cast his
ballot but for whom he voted?

Mr. POTTER. I say that when a bal-
lot has been marked in a place where no
secrecy was provided, whether the bal-
lot was voted in secrecy or not, the voter
did not have the opportunity of a free
expression of his will.

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Sena-
tor from Michigan.

Mr. POTTER. I did not want to in-
terrupt the Senator's speech.

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
have the Senator’s views.

Mr. President, on page 14 of the
minority views I undertake to show in
subparagraph (a) that secrecy of the
ballot is not secrecy of the size of the
ballot nor of the form of the ballot nor
of the person of the voter nor of the fact
of voting nor of the act of voting. It is
specifically secrecy of the contents of
the ballot, and the New Mexico Election
Code so provides in section 56-501.

Though the courts of New Mexico
have not decided what secrecy of the
ballot means, the EKentucky Court of
Appeals, in the case of Jones against
Steele, has said that:

Mandatory provisions in the Constitu-
tion * * * providing for such secrecy of the
ballot [does not] extend to and include the
secrecy of the person of the voter while he
was stamping his ballot.

To my learned friend from Michigan I
also suggest that several other courts
rejected the proposition that voters
marking ballots on desks or tables in an
open room and in plain view of other
voters or the election officials should be
disfranchised on the basis that there
was no secrecy. The Missouri court in




3638

the recent case of Lake against Riutcel
rejected this proposition in these words:

From the secretary's testimony it ap-
peared that * * * the polling place was the
school gymnasium where tables were dis-
tributed over the floor and away from the
judges * * * “the voters would come up to
the judges and obtain a ballot and move off
to one side and sit over at a table and
scratch his ballot” * * *, There was noth-
ing in it [the evidence] to show (nor is the
claim made, except by inference) that the
balloting was not secret in fact.

There would be a tenable basis for
the majority recommendation if the New
Mexico Election Code provided that
“ballots not marked in a voting booth
shall not be counted or canvassed.”
But the plain and simple fact is that
New Mexico has no such provision. The
only pertinent provision of the New
Mexico Election Code is that which pro-
vides that ballots which are exposed
“so as to reveal the contents thereof, or
the name of any candidate or candidates
for whom he”—the voter—‘has marked
the same; and no ballots so exposed shall
be counted or canvassed.”

In other words, any ballot whether
cast in a voting booth or elsewhere, is
invalidated if voluntarily exposed by the
voter “so as to reveal the contents there-
of, or the name of any candidate or
candidates for whom [it] has [beenl]
marked.” Stated conversely, an ex-
posed ballot, if not voluntarily exposed
by the voter, is not invalidated.

There is a Louisiana case rejecting the
contention that the absence of voting
booths vitiated an election. In a very
recent case reported in 199th Southern,
468, 471—Louisiana, 1940—the court in
Louisiana said:

There were no facilities at the polls by and
through which the voters could mark their
ballots in secrecy; that all tickets were open-
1y marked in violation of law, and should
not have been received by the commissioners
and, if received, should not have been
counted.

Section 50 of Act 46 of the 1940 Elec-
tion Code of Louisiana at that time read:

Any ballot willfully marked in violation of
this provision and any ballot willfully ex-
hibited will not be received by the commis-
sioners, and if received notwithstanding this
prohibition it shall not be counted.

Though this provision of the Louisi-
ana court seems positive enough, where-
as there is no comparable provision in
the New Mexico Election Code, the Lou-
isiana court said in the case of Beard
against Henry:

We are clear in the opinion that the quoted
paragraph of section 50 was not intended to
have, nor has it, the far-reaching effect con-
tended for by the appellant. Surely the
electorate of a given precinct should not be
deprived the right to vote, nor have their
ballots, when cast, set at naught simply be-
cause designated officials have failed to ob-
serve some or all of the provisions of law
relative to the secret preparation of the bal-
lot. It is in no sense of the word the duty
of the voters to provide such facilities.

Not only do the courts refuse fo vitiate
an election because of the failure of the
election officials to provide voting booths,
most of them do not vitiate the election
where voting booths are provided but are
not used or are inadequate in shielding
the voter from observation.
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A Texas court, in the case of Allgelt v.
Callaghan (144 S. W. 1166, 1171), had
this to say:

The provision of the law in regard to vot-
ing booths is for the purpose of obtaining
secrecy of the ballot and is peculiarly for
the benefit of the voter, and while the law
in regard to the voters preparing their bal-
lots in the booth should be enforced, the
fallure to do so would not invalidate the
votes of those not using the booths.

Following the same decision, the Een-
tucky court, in the case of Felis v. Ed-
wards (S. W. 145, 150), reported in 1918,
and, in accord, the case of Fullerion v.
Smizer (213 N. W., South Dakota), re-
ported in 1927, it was said:

The weight of authority is to the effect
that, if the election officers fail to provide
booths which, in their construction, comply
with the requirements of the law, it does
not render the election void * * * hence
in the present instant * * * the mere fact
that the booths were not provided with a
door or curtain does not vitiate the entire
poll.

The reliance of the majority report on
the provisions of the constitution of New
Mexico for a secret ballot and on the fact
that the statute prescribes and gives to
election officials a mandatory duty to
supply voting booths does not change the
ultimate conclusion. In Alabama, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Missouri, and Texas
there is a similar constitutional provi-
sion for a secret ballot, the statute using
mandatory terms in describing the du-
ties of the designated officials in provid-
ing for voting booths. The courts of
those States have refused to vitiate elec-
tions when voting booths had not been
used in an election. Therefore, in my
view, the failure of an election official
to provide, or of a voter to use, a vot-
ing booth does not automatically result
in a lack of secrecy of the ballot.

The secrecy of the ballot applies to the
contents of the ballot. Only the volun-
tary exposure of the contents of the
ballot by the actions of the voter him-
self, and not the failure of the election
officials to comply with the regulations,
invalidates the ballot, under the law of
the State of New Mexico.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield.

Mr. POTTER. If a voter is forced to
vote in a place where there are no voting
booths, how can it be determined wheth-
er his ballot has been exposed to other
persons?

Mr. HENNINGS. Of course, the pre-
sumption is, as I assume the Senator
from Michigan would agree, that a guali-
fied voter who casts his ballot legally and
secretly votes in secret as to the contents.
The Senator from Michigan is well aware
that I can place a ballot alongside me in
this wise and mark it within the observa-
tion of the Senator from Michigan, but
still it would be a secret ballot. It might
require exceptional eyesight or a tele-
scopic lens to observe me voting at this
desk, but still the distinguished Senator
from Michigan would not be aware of
how I was voting even though he might
be aware and might observe that I was
marking my ballot.

So the important point, if I might
suggest it, is whether a ballot was, in
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fact, secret. In undertaking to say that
a ballot cast was not a secret ballot, be-
cause no booths were provided in a given
place of voting, as in this case, whether
the terminology be “voting division” or
“precinet,” and to say that that would
disfranchise all the voters of that di-
vision or precinct, and, in turn, under=-
take to disfranchise 80,000 voters of the
State of New Mexico, seems to fly in the
face of the well-established fact that a
vote cast is presumed to be a legal vote
and is subject to being overturned, cer-
tainly subject to having that presump-
tion set aside only by competent evi-
dence. I know of no provision of law
anywhere which does not sustain that
general premise. I think it is very ele=
mentary.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Yih;l; HENNINGS. I am very glad to
eld.

Mr. POTTER. When an opportunity
is not present for a voter to cast his bal-
lot in secret, his vote, as I said before, is
clouded, whether it was exposed or not.
The distinguished Senator from Missouri
recognizes the fact that in most States,
when a person is required to vote in a
schoolroom having many desks, and with
other persons milling around, it is im=-
rassible for him to be certain that any-
one has not seen his ballot. I think the
report contains evidence that many
voters voted under conditions of that
kind, in which they were not certain as to
who saw their ballots.

I may say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Missouri that I regret that
ballots of this kind would have to be
thrown out. But, by the same token,
when one of the cornerstones of our for-
eign policy is to secure free elections by
means of secret ballot in eastern Ger-
many, and other places throughout the
world, we cannot sweep this condition
under the rug and simply say that in
New Mexico it has been done for years,
that we are certain no one saw the
ballots; and that if they were seen, it
did not make any difference.

I should much rather see the voters
in this particular election in New Mexico
be disfranchised in an effort to have the
election standards raised to the position
which is being required of foreign coun=-
tries as a cornerstone of our foreign
policy.

Mr. HENNINGS. I certainly concur
emphatically in all the distinguished
Senator from Michigan has said about
free elections in Western Germany and
about our foreign policy. As I said be-
fore the Senator from Michigan came
to the floor, I would not for a moment
suggest that the United States Senate
should condone fraud; or that Senators
on either side of the aisle should give
their approval lightheartedly to brush-
ing aside vote stealing or thievery in
an election. But I wish to make a sug-
gestion, and then I shall have to be
asked to be excused from yielding fur-
ther until I have laid down several
premises.

Mr. POTTER. I shall be happy to
hear the Senator’s premises.

Mr. HENNINGS. Ishould like to have
the Senator from Michigan think about
this, because I believe he desires fo be
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fair and objective; indeed, I know he
does. I know he does not want to judge
the election by a yardstick he would not
wish to have applied to his own election
or to that of any other Member of the
Senate.

The Senator has suggested, in the first
place, that it would be better to dis-
franchise many persons in the whole
State, as in the case of the election of
a United States Senator, in order to
establish purity in elections. I do not
wish to be cynical, nor do I want to
seem, even by import or implication, to
suggest that a little bit of fraud or a little
bit of thievery does not amount to any-
thing. But I say that in every State of
the Union which I know anything about,
there are, in some instances, instructions
to officials of the election to comply with
certain specific duties, some of which
may be made mandatory by statute,
others being simply regulations for the
election.

I know that in my own State, if the
Senator from Michigan will bear with a
personal reference, in one county, which
has been overwhelmingly for one party
or the other, candidates for the other
party are not nominated for the general
election. So after the primary, so far as
the people of that county are concerned,
the election is over. I know that in the
election of 1950, the voting precinets in
one county in my State were not even
opened. The people could not have
voted if they had desired to do so.

By the same reasoning, would the Sen-
ator from Michigan suggest that because
all the people of that county were de-
prived of voting by the failure of the
election officials to open the polling
places, all the people of that State should
be disfranchised?

To follow up, and to go beyond that
point, the figure 80,000 for some reason,
seems to have a certain magic in this
case. I should like to talk about that a
little later.

I think where the Senator and I must
part company is on the general proposi-
tion that the voter should be neither dis-
franchised nor penalized because of the
failure of election officials. I cannot em-
phasize that point too strongly, because
it is really the burden and probably the
central issue of this debate.

The distinction between responsibili-
ties imposed upon voters and those im-
posed upon officials of an election by
statute is important, because such re-
sponsibilities involve different conse-
guences.

In the case of Telles against Carter, a
New Mexico case, the New Mexico Su-
preme Court held that the voter is
charged with a striet performance of
those duties which the law requires of
him. The Senator will remember that
was the case where the voter used the
tick mark instead of the crossmark, as
I recall it. That was an action on the
part of the voter; he had the responsi-
hility.

In the case of Valdez v. Herrera (48
New Mexico 45), a 1944 case, the same
court in New Mexico held that—

The voter shall not be deprived of his
rights as an elector either by fraud or the
mistake of the election officers if it is pos«
sible to prevent it.
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As the present occupant of the chair
knows, American Jurisprudence is a
standard text on this and other legal
matters. The general rule I just re-
ferred to is stated in American Jurispru-
dence in the following words:

It may, therefore, be stated as a general
rule that if ballots are cast by voters who
are, at the time, qualified to cast them and
who have done all on their part that the law
requires of voters, to make their voting effec-
tive, an erroneous or even unlawful handling
of the ballots by the election officers charged
with such responsibility will not be held to
disfranchise such voters by throwing out
their votes on account of erroneous proce=-
dure had solely by the election officers, pro-
vided the votes are legal votes in their in-
ception and are still capable of being given
proper effect as such.

The Supreme Court of New Mexico
has gone on record as being extremely
reluctant to disfranchise voters, stating:

Where any reasonable construction of the
statute can be found which will avoid such
a result, the courts should and will favor it.

The Legislature of New Mexico has
recognized the distinction between the
duties of the voters and those of the
election officials, for, though the elec-
tion code does not contain any provision
invalidating the voter’s ballot for derelic-
tions of election officials, it does provide
for invalidating the voter’s ballot when
he fails to use an indelible pencil or pen
and ink when he marks the ballot, or
when the voter voluntarily exposes the
contents of his ballot. In both instances,
if the voter loses his vote, it is by his
own act and not by the act of the officials
of the election.

In other words, it is inimical to and
contrary to public policy; it does violence
to our general concept and understand-
ing of freedom, in terms of the right of
every person who is qualified to cast his
ballot and have it counted, to disfran-
chise and throw out, in wholesale num-
bers, the votes of citizens of New Mexico
or any other State. In many States, it
must be conceded, the officials of the
election do not minutely and in all par-
ticulars comply with the statutory re-
quirements regulating their actions. Mr.
President, such a conception is basic in
the consideration of the case now before
the Senate.

My learned friend, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTeEr], has suggested
that we should disfranchise such voters,
because, as has been suggested, although
such events have occurred in the past,
nothing ever seems to be done about
them, and now is the time to start, and
we should start upon Senator DENNIS
CHAVEZ, a man with 24 years of honorable
service in the Congress of the United
States.

I know that headlines appeal to a cer=
tain kind of judge when a defendant
comes before his court in a police, traffic,
or any other kind of case involving a
violation of the law, and that the noble
judge, in his majesty, rises from the
bench and says, “I am going to make an
example of you.” We all know such
mountebanks. We all know such men
who wear robes but are not qualified to
sit in a judicial capacity. Is the Senate,
which is sitting in judgment upon the
election of one of its Members, going to
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start to set things right in the State of
New Mexico by making an example of
DEeNNIS CHAVEZ?

I do not for a moment wish to be in-
vidious or to engage in an attack upon
any person who bears any relationship
whatever to this contest, but let us for
a moment turn our attention to General
Hurley; and I say this with all respect
to General Hurley. General Hurley had
three times previously been a candidate
in the State of New Mexico for election
to the United States Senate. General
Hurley had voted in the State of New
Mexico. He lived in that State. I as=-
sume he was acquainted with the cus-
toms and the usages and the mores of
that State as they pertained to the elec-
tion machinery and procedures. Gen-
eral Hurley certainly must have known
about such matters. He voted on that
day. I do not know whether General
Hurley voted in one of the voting divi-
sions or precincts in which all the peo-
ple voting were disfranchised or not. I
do not know whether General Hurley's
vote was counted as cast or not. I hope
General Hurley was not disfranchised on
that day, November 4, 1952, which was
not too happy a day for him. Whether
he was or mnot disfranchised, General
Hurley had every right, had he been
deeply disturbed about the lack of ade-
quate voting booths, to do something
about it. It all depends on what we
mean by adequate. The term does not
seem susceptible of an accurate defini-
tion. One booth may be adequate at cer=
tain times. Two booths may be adequate
at another time. At certain times of the
day when people vote, no booth may be
required. Ten people may require no
booth and still have secrecy, in fact and
in effect, in casting their ballots.

General Hurley is well aware, as a dis=-
tinguished lawyer and an experienced
candidate, that the right of mandamus
exists. If the good general was dis-
turbed, for fear that the fount of the
election machinery or the election proc-
ess might be tainted by the failure of
some of the election officials to supply
certain voting booths, he certainly knew
how to find his way to the courthouse.
He well knew how to bring a mandamus
proceeding against the commissioners in

. charge of the respective and several

polling places. He well knew that if
under the law they had the duty and
obligation to supply certain of the para=
phernalia and machinery with which to
conduct an election, their performance
of that duty could be enforced by man-
damusing the officials having that duty
to perform, and by thus compelling them
to comply with the law. But the good
general apparently had tolerated that
condition for some time.

Mr. President, I wish it distinctly
understood that if this matter related to
fraud or to an established and provable
misdoing or improper action on the part
of the election officials, and if Senator
CuAVEZ had anything to do with the fail-
ure on the part of the officials to comply
with the law, and if he had entered into
a conspiracy or confederation to frus-
trate and defeat the right of the people
of New Mexico to express their free will
by having their votes cast and counted
on that day, then, I would say, in that
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event—and only in that event—General
Hurley would have no duty whatever to
act under the interpretation of the ma-
jority report. But under that interpre-
tation, and according to the principle
and premise laid down by the majority
in its report, General Hurley and any
and all other citizens who failed to take
the proper steps by way of mandamus
or by insisting upon full and rigid com-
pliance by the election officials with the
statute, were by the same token and by
the same failure subjeet to suffering, and
did in fact suffer, ultimate disfranchise-
ment because of the failure of the elec-
tion officials to provide the voting booths
of which so much is made in connection
with the case before the Senate.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri permit me to in-
terrupt for one moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEN-
NeEr in the chair). Does the Senator
from Missouri yield to the Senator from
New Mexico?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Along the line sug-
gested by the Senator from Missouri, let
me call both his attention and the atten-
tion of all other Members of the Senate,
and also the attention of the members
of the staff, to the fact that the largest
county in New Mexico is Bernalillo
County. The election machinery there
was in the hands of the political friends
of my opponent. Two-thirds of the
1,300 and more election judges in that
county were Republicans. So General
Hurley did not even have to get a man-
damus. He could have complained to
the election officials of the county, and
could have insisted upon full compliance
with the law. All the election machinery
there was in the hands of the Repub-
licans. The ones who were to furnish
the funds with which to provide either
the booths or the compartments, or
whatever they may be called under the
New Mexico law, were Republicans,
Those booths or compartments had to be
furnished by the Republican officials.

Mr., HENNINGS. I thank the Sena-
tor from New Mexico for his observation.
The minority views so state, and make
the interesting observation that it was
Bernalillo County where the party of the
contestant, General Hurley, had control
of the election machinery; and it was in
that county that General Hurley sug-
gested the recount and investigation
start.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Missouri
yield at this point?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. POTTER. I grant that the elec-
tion machinery of Bernalillo County was
in the hands of the Republicans; but if
wrongdoing were done in counties where
Republicans were in charge, that was all
the more reason for making the investi-
gation. Who was in charge makes no
difference, certainly.

I wish to state that, as I am sure the
distinguished Senator from Missouri
knows, my position regarding the entire
proceeding has been not to consider it
a personality contest between Senator
CHavEZ and General Hurley. Of course,
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I have a high regard for Senator CHAVEZ.
But we were charged with the responsi-
bility of determining who won the elec-
tion in New Mexico. I can frankly and
honestly state that, based upon the facts
before our subcommittee, I do not ac-
tually know who won the election. That
is the reason for our report.

The question whether the holding of a
new election would be to the advantage
or disadvantage of the Republican candi-
date, or whether it would be to the ad-
vantage or disadvantage of the Republi-
can organization, makes no difference,
and made no difference, so far as I was
concerned.

Mr. HENNINGS. For example, Mr.
President, much has been said about the
burning of ballots. Before we proceed
further, I should like to observe that it
has been suggested that Judge Scoggin
issued an order to burn the ballots in the
&rie counties which comprised the dis-

ct.

The distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee made much of the point
that that judge had acted corruptly, and
that doubtless he had acted from mo=-
tives which were, to understate the mat-
ter, impure and ignoble. However, I am
sure the Senator from Michigan will re-
member that the fact is that the three
counties in which the ballots were
burned, and about which so much is
made—we are told they were under the
dominion and control of Republican offi-
cials; I refer to the three counties under
the dominion and control of that judge,
who is said by some to have been a villain
and a disrupter of the peace—were car-
ried by General Hurley by approximately
57 votes, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly. So General Hurley carried the
counties about which it is intimated that
an attempt was made to conceal some-
thing apparently for the benefit of Sen-
ator CHAVEZ,

It would seem to strain understanding
and reason to be asked to believe that a
man who had control of the situation,
and who, I understand is a political
enemy of Senator CHAVEZ—I do not know
whether that is true, but regardless of
that—would wish to conceal something,
by means of burning the ballots, when
Senator Cravez' opponent had provided
all the election machinery in the three
counties.

Mr. POTTER. If the distinguished
Senator from Missouri will yield to me
at this point, let me say that in connec-
tion with the fact that the ballots were
burned illegally, the question of whether
the burning of the ballots benefited Sen-
ator CHAVEZ or benefited General Hurley
is beside the point.

Mr. HENNINGS. Of course, the bal-
lots should inot have been burned. Let
me say I never met the judege, and do not
know him; but certainly he should not
have burned the ballots. I certainly
agree as to that.

Mr. POTTER. Certainly. It is beside
the point whether the advantage was
with one candidate or the other.

Mr. HENNINGS. No; it is not beside
the point when hundreds of thousands
of voters are disfranchised in a Statein a
free election. I respectfully say that that
is not beside the point.
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Mr. POTTER. I say it is beside the
point whether one or the other candi-
date might be favored. The Senator
from Missouri referred to the fact that
certain ballots were burned in counties
where General Hurley had an advan-
tage. To me it is beside the point wheth-
er General Hurley had the advantage
there or whether Senator Cuavez had the
advantage. The fact is that the ballots
were burned illegally, which I am sure
the Senator from Missouri will admit.

Mr. HENNINGS. Is the Senator sug-
gesting that Senator Cmavez had any-
thing to do with the burning of the
ballots?

Mr. POTTER. I never so intimated;
and the Senator knows it.

Mr. HENNINGS. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Michigan did not. I wish to
make it very clear that there is no sug-
gestion whatever to that effect. My
question was rhetorical, and was not in-
tended to suggest, by implication, that
the Senator from Michigan meant to in-
volve the Senator from New Mexico. I
wish to make it very clear now that
Senator CrAvEz certainly had no connec-
tion whatever with the burning of the
ballots.

Mr. POTTER. I am in full accord
with that statement.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Let me emphasize this
point to my friend from Michigan: The
Senate can do with me as it pleases; the
Senate can throw me out if it so desires.
I have not talked with the person re-
ferred to in 12 years. I did not know
any more about the burning of those bal-
lots than did the Senator from Michigan.
‘Why should I be responsible?

Mr. POTTER. I am convinced that
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico had no knowledge of it. The
point I am making is this: The Senator
from Missouri made the statement that
there were certain counties in which
ballots had been burned, and in which
General Hurley had an advantage. So
far as the Senator from Michigan is
concerned, this is not a contest between
Senator CHaVEZ and General Hurley,
I was charged with an unfortunate duty,
as was the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS. May I ask the Sen-
ator if he knows of any Senator who
has ever applied for membership on the
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec-
tions?

Mr. POTTER. The first vacancy that
comes along on our side will be mine.

Mr. HENNINGS. The presence of
the Senator from Michigan on any com-
mittee is always an asset. There is al-
ways a bright and rewarding side to any
enterprise. The Senator from Michigan
is well aware that this is one of the
meanest, most unrewarding obligations
or undertakings which could be imposed
on a Member of this body and the most
likely to be misunderstood.

Much was said about the appropria-
tion. The majority requested $160,000
last August. Some of us on the minor-
ity side thought there should be no ap-
propriation, but rather than have it
charged that the investigation was abor-
tive or prematurely ended because of
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failure of funds, we agreed o an appro-
priation of $37,500. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Michigan knows that there
are many who are wiser than I who con-
cluded that my agreeing to that appro-
priation was an act of probably the
greatest apostasy and treason to my
party and to Senator CHavez. I was
severely criticized. There are always
those on the street corners and in other
places outside the courtroom who can
try one’s case better than he can. The
only difference is that they can luxuriate
in irresponsibility. They do not have
the decision to make.

We did not want it to be even sug-
gested that this contest had been frus-
trated and terminated because of failure
of funds, so we spent almost a quarter of
a million dollars in an effort to establish
what the distinguished Senator from
Michigan has just suggested has not
been established, that is to say, whether
either Senator Cuavez or General Hurley
was elected.

I wonder whether the Senator from
Michigan knows what the boys have been
up to during his absence from the floor
today—which I am sure was with good
reason. Does my friend from Michigan
know that the committee has come forth
with an amendment to the resolution
originally reported, changing the pur-
port and tenor of its report? Does he
know that we are now proposing to di-
rect the Governor of New Mexico not to
appoint anyone in conformity with the
law of the State, and to direct the Gov-
ernor of New Mexico to fail to perform
his duty as provided by the Constitution
of the United States and the law of New
Mexico, so that there will be no Senator
in that seat until some time in the here-
after, whenever that may be, when the
Senate decides that it may want the seat
filled by a person who is persona grata in
this.august body. I do not know wheth-
er or not the Senator is aware that ap-
parently the objectives have been
changed somewhat since last night.

Mr. POTTER. If the distinguished
Senator will yield, he mentioned the fact
that I had been absent from the Cham-
ber.

Mr. HENNINGS. I know the Senator
has been very busy in committee. I did
not mean to suggest that he was absent
for any reason other than duty. But I
did not know whether he was aware that

: I understand
that the resolution as proposed to be
amended provides no appointment shall
be made until the next general election,
when the free will of the people of New
Mexico can be expressed. I think that is
a fair and equitable amendment. Cer-
tainly there can be no charge of politics
in that connection. With the Senate so
closely divided as it is, if the majority
wished to be partisan in this matter it
certainly would be honored to have a
Republican appointment made by a Re-
publican Governor.

Mr., HENNINGS. Does the Senator
believe that the Governor was really
elected?

Mr. POTTER. The Governor was
elected under the same election system
as was the senior Senator from New
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Mexico. That is one of the reasons for
the amendment.

Mr. HENNINGS. Then why waste
our time addressing ourselves to a Gov=-
ernor who was not really elected?

Mr. POTTER. Because it so happens
that the Senate has all it can do to judge
the election and qualification of its own
Members, without judging the election of
every governor in all the 48 States.

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator is well
aware that two Members of the House of

Reprgsentativea were elected in the same

election.
contested.

Mr. POTTER. I may add that that
is a job for the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr., HENNINGS. The Senator is well
aware that General Hurley submitted a
petition for a recount in the State, and
that the board of recount was presided
over by the distinguished Governor of the
State. After the State recount it was
found and declared not only that Sena-
tor DEnnIs CHavez was elected but that
his majority was increased. The Sena-
tor is aware of that, is he not?

Mr. POTTER. Yes. I am aware of
the fact that a physical recount of bal-
lots was made by checking the ballots,
but no effort was made to go behind the
ballots to determine whether they were
voted in secret, whether they were fraud-
ulently altered, and whether affidavits of
assistance were in proper form. There
was only a physical recount of the bal-
lots. Irrespective of that fact, that was
not the duty of the committee. Our
responsibility was to determine, as best
we could, who won the election for the
office of United States Senator from the
State of New Mexico. I am very frank
to state to the Senator from Missouri
that, because of the flagrant irregulari-
ties in handling election procedures in
the State of New Mexico, it is impossible
to determine the actual winner of that
election.

Mr. CLEMENTS rose.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
should like to proceed, if I may, and
complete my statement. Apparently I
shall never get through.

Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I am frying to yield
freely to Senators, in order to develop
the points. I wish to be as generous as
possible with the time allotted to me,
because I believe that frequently more
can be gained by interrogation than by
stump speeches or jury speeches.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Missouri yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator
from Michigan wish me to yield further
to him?

tgdlr. POTTER. No. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. HENNINGS. 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I assure the Senator
that there will not be a long-drawn-out
colloquy.

I understood the Senator from Mis-
souri to say that nearly a quarter of a
million dollars had been expended on
the election-contest case,

Their election has not been
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Mr. HENNINGS. The chairman of
the committee says a little less than
$200,000. The Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEn], a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration,
checked at the disbursing office last week,
and, according to the information he
received, the amount is $206,000.

We can calculate it one way or the
other, but it is in that neighborhood.

Mr. CLEMENTS. It is more than
$200,000, as I understand.

Mr. HENNINGS. Not counting, of
course, what the contestant and con-
testee may have spent from personal
funds, or what may have been contrib-
uted by others. We are speaking about
public money.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Yes, public money.
I understood the Senator from Michi-
gan to refer in the collogquy with the
Senator from Missouri to the recounts
which were made in the various coun-
ties in New Mexico in which the $200,000
was spent. I should like to ask the
Senator from Missouri whether in any
one of the counties the count was com-
pleted?

Mr. HENNINGS. No; the minority
views undertake to point out that ac-
cording to the rules of the contest and
after the expenditure of almost a quar=
ter of a million dollars, the recount was
not completed in any county of the
State.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS.
tor from Idaho.

Mr. WELEKER. I have listened with
interest to my distinguished colleague
from Missouri. I notice that he is now
bringing up the subject of the amount
of money which has been spent on the
investigation. I rather regret that he
has injected that subject into the dis=
cussion, because up to this point he has
been making a very able legal argument.

Mr. HENNINGS. I was asked the
question.

Mr. WELKER. Is it not a fact that
since the Senator from Missouri has
taken office as a Senator more money
has been spent on other election investi=
gations than on this one?

Mr. HENNINGS. My information is,
I may say to the Senator from Idaho—
and I have not individually checked the
figures, although I have asked that they
be checked—that this is by far the most
expensive investigation which has ever
been conducted by the Senate. If I am
in error, I shall be very glad to stand
corrected.

Mr. POTTER. How much did the so-~
called McCarthy investigation cost? Is
the Senator in possession of that infor=
mation?

Mr. HENNINGS. I do not know: but
I shall find out.

Mr. POTTER. Will the Senator try
to find out?

Mr. HENNINGS. I shall try to obtain
the exact figure.

Mr. WELKER. I recall that my dis-
tinguished colleague the Senator from
Wyoming used a much larger figure with
respect to the Maryland investigation.

Mr, HENNINGS. There were two
Maryland investigations. One was the

I yield to the Sena-
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O’Conor case and the other was the John
Butler case.

Mr, WELKER. That is correct. I am
sure the Senator wishes to keep the dis-
cussion on a high legal plane.

Mr. HENNINGS. Yes; I do.

Mr. WELKER. I regret that the sub-
ject of money has come into the discus-
sion. There is much more involved in
this case than money, so far as I am
concerned.

Mr. HENNINGS. I am in most sym-
pathetic agreement with that statement
of the Senator from Idaho. I do not
have before me the figures in this elec-
tion contest. I have asked that they be
checked, not for comparison purposes
but because of the failure to establish
whether anyone was elected and to com-
plete the count in the several counties.

I may say to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho I believe that if a job
needs to be done, it should be done well,
and that the necessary money required
should be spent in order to do it. That
is why I voted for an additional appro-
priation on the first day of this session,
and I recommended to the Democratic
Policy Committee that an additional
amount be appropriated, and the com-
mittee recommended the appropriation
of an additional $37,500, with the under-
standing that the subcommittee go to
New Mexico and wind up this matter,
That was the understanding, and I say
without any fear of successful contra-
diction that was the understanding of
all who participated, including the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, the
distinguished Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Porrerl, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CLEmMENTS], and at various
times other Senators who had an interest
in the subject.

There was no disposition on the part
of the minority to abort and cut short
a reasonable investigation, which had
been proceeding for many months. It
started some time in February and con-
tinued through August, and the investi-
gafors had spent a considerable sum of
money, but we went along and agreed,
without making an issue of it. We con-
curred in the general understanding. In
furtherance of that understanding the
Senate voted to appropriate an addi-
tional $37,500.

Of course, there has been considerable
discussion of the point that on November
4, 1952, the people of New Mexico did
elect two Republican electors for Presi-
dent and Vice President, and that the
people of New Mexico did elect a Re-
publican Governor, although apparently
my friends of the majority do not want
him to exercise his prerogatives under
the laws of New Mexico. The Senate is
apparently the only body from which
has emanated even a suggestion so far
that the Governor does not hold his office
as Governor as the result of a proper
and honest election, and that certain
restrictions and restraints should be
placed upon him by saying that we do
not believe he should appoint anyone
if the Senate should vote to unseat Sen-
ator Cmavez. Although the people of
New Mexico may think he is their Gov=
ernor, they are nevertheless laboring
under a sad delusion, because the United
States Senate, in all its pompous majesty,
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its omniscience, and great wisdom, has
concluded there may be some question
with respect to the election of the Gov=-
ernor of New Mexico, and perhaps also
the election of sheriffs in all the counties,
and all the other officials who dared seek
an office below the high and exalted rank
of Senator.

By the same philosophy and general
notion of procedure, Mr. President, we
would seem to be saying at this late date,
by implication, certainly, by the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. CorRpON]—
which seems to have met with wide
favor at this eleventh hour by the mem-
bers of the Subcommittee on Privileges
and Elections and by a majority of the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
and by other Senators—that not only
was the senatorial election a nullity but
that no one in New Mexico holding any
office as a result of the election of 1952,
from governor down, has any right to
hold his cffice, because we believe the
people of New Mexico do not know how
to conduct their elections in a legal
manner, that they are not quite so
honest, not quite so intelligent, perhaps,
not quite so forthright, and not quite
so American as are the people of other
States, since they do not seem to know
how to insist upon the enforcement of
the details of the provisions of the elec-
tion machinery by the officials of the
election. We are so proposing to decide
here and now that we will disfranchise
all the people of that State insofar as
their right to have a United States Sen-
ator of their choosing is concerned, be-
cause investigators have drawn the con-
clusion, not supported by fact or by law,
that there was in fact something wrong
with that election.

We seem to forget that following the
election of November 1952 the F3I, act-
ing on complaint of General Hurley, con-
ducted an intensive investigation into
alleged fraud and irregularities in the
New Mexico election. At one time or
other, every FBI agent in the State of
New Mexico participated in the investi-
gation. Following the investigation by
the FBI—and it was a searching and
intensive one—no evidence was ever pre-
sented to any United States attorney or
to any grand jury.

Mr, POTTER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HENNINGS. I should like to
yield later. I hope the Senator from
Michigan will bear with me. Earlier to-
day, when the chairman of the subcom-
mittee made his statement I refrained
asking him questions because he had
asked that he be permitted to complete
his statement. I am not reproving my
friend from Michigan. I would ask,
however, that after he has asked his
question he let me lay down certain es-
sential propositions, following which I
shall be very happy to yield to him again.

Mr. POTTER. I shall be happy to do

Mr. HENNINGS. Does the Senator
from Michigan wish to ask his question
while it is in his mind? If so, I shall

be happy to yield to him.
Mr PO'l‘IgR. It is my understand-

ing t.ﬁat a grand jury will sit next week.
It has been called for next week as the
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result of the investigation of the FBI.
I do not know whether the Senator from
Missouri has been informed of that fact.

Mr. HENNINGS. No; the Senator
from Missouri has not been informed
of that fact. The investization was
made about a year and 3 months ago.
I am advised now that a grand jury is
about to be called. Have not other
grand juries been sitting in New Mexico
during all these months?

Mr. POTTER. I do not know.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, we have
had a grand jury and we have had a
new district attorney appointed, and new
United States marshals and other offi-
cials also have been appointed.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I am
informed that a grand jury, a United
States attorney, a United States mar-
shal, and all the other necessary officials
were appointed a year ago this month.

Furthermore, I am sure the Senator
from Michigan will remember that the
Attorney General of New Mexico stipu-
lated during the investigation by the
Senate committee that any evidence of
fraudulent voting or violation of the
State election laws, if any of those things
should be found, was to be given to the
attorney general of the State for the
purpose of indictment and prosecution.
To this day, Mr. President, no evidence
has been given to any duly empowered
prosecuting official of the State of New
Mexico by the chief counsel of the com-
mittee or by anyone else. The chief
counsel for the subcommittee held a
number of press conferences, and, ac-
cording to newspaper accounts, some
clippings of which I have, the chief coun-
sel stated that many instances of law
violation and fraud had been discovered
by the subcommittee. Although the At-
torney General pressed the chief coun-
sel, the chief counsel, when so pressed,
failed to produce any evidence whatso-
ever. A special grand jury was convened
in Bernalillo County, which county con-
tains 25 percent of the population of the
State, but that special grand jury was
convened and discharged without any
evidence whatever being presented to it.

The investigation by the subcommittee
required more than 13 months, Mr.
President. All that time has been spent
in an attempt to establish the truth of
General Hurley's allegations. It would
seem to have been agreed at the outset
that the largest county in the State was
to be investigated and votes were to be
recounted as a test. It was certainly
the understanding of the minority mem-
bers that that was to be done before we
embarked on an effort to count all the
ballots in the State.

After 13 months, in spite of the money
which has been spent, we have not been
able to complete any count. The plain
fact is that the recount in Bernalillo
County, the so-called test or pilot county,
was never completed. I have made many
errors in my life, and I may have made
one in this instance, but it was my under-
standing that we were to see what Ber-
nalillo County produced by way of fraud
or whether there was any substantial
change in the recount. Bernalillo
County was suggested by General Hurley
as the county which he wanted first ex-
amined. It seemed to me, as I talked
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with other members of the committee at
the time, that we were in agreement, and
it would be certainly the part of economy
and prudence to examine a test county to
see what we could find, and that if we
found nothing of significance, perhaps
the allegations of General Hurley's com-
plaint or petition might conceivably have
been overstated. I do not mean to im-
pute any bad faith on his part. I do not
impute bad faith or bad motives to any=-
one. I leave that unpleasant undertak-
ing to others. But it would seem passing
strange, would it not, Mr. President, to
embark upon an examination of the
whole State and say, “We are going to
count every ballot in New Mexico”? If
that was the original intention, we have
consumed 13 months’ time and have not
completed 1 county.

I think it is a fair inference that we
were trying to find something, that this
was an expedition into New Mexico for
the purpose of establishing or buttressing
certain claims or allegations of fact.
This is called sometimes a fishing expe-
dition, We went into many other coun-
ties of the State of New Mexico. The
chief counsel and his staff went about in
sporadic forays throughout the State
and employed techniques and procedures
which, in my judgment, did not reflect
credit on the United States Senate. The
assumptions of authority in many in-
stances were unwarranted, and, in my
opinion, were an affront to the peace and
dignity of the State and to its people.

The exertions of these representatives
of a Senate subcommittee in their futile
attempts to find conspiracy, fraud, and
vote stealing, where their prior experi-
ence had shown there was none to be
found, will remain as a sad chapter in
the history of the State, that can re-
dound only to the discredit of the United
States Senate.

Except for Bernalillo County, which
was, under the subcommittee rules, the
first county to be investigated, the chief
counsel and his staff made their investi-
gation only in those counties where Sen-
ator Cravez made his strongest showing.
They left undisturbed the counties in
which General Hurley showed his great-
est strength. Only 56 voters testified
before the Senate subcommittee, and
their testimony was not competent to
impeach their votes. The court held in
the case of Carrabajal v. Lucero (22
N. M. 30, 158 Pacific, 1088) :

The evidence of a voter as to how he voted
at an election is incompetent in a contested
election case, in the absence of proof estab-
lishing fraud or corruption on the part of the

election official, sufficient to invalidate the
election returns of the original ballots.

No evidence of fraud or corruption by
the election officials in New Mexico was
introduced prior to the taking of the
testimony of the 56 voters. Further-
more only 19 voters testified that they
had voted for a candidate for the United
States Senate in the 1952 election.
Their testimony indicated a net differ-
ence of one vote. No other testimony
was ever given before the Senate sub-
committee.
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My examination of the majority re-
port establishes that the report is based
on—

First. Flagrant omissions from and
misquotations of the New Mexico elec-
tion code.

Second. Misstatement of facts.

Third. Misconstructions of law.

Fourth. The use of innuendo in place
of fact.

Fifth. Specious reasoning and illogical
conclusions.

Sixth. Disproportionate emphasis on
and distortion of inconsequential details
in support of unwarranted generaliza-
tions.

The minority views undertake to es-
tablish, by specific instances, discussion,
and argument, the generalizations and
the general premises I have just stated.

I believe that under the procedure fol=
lowed, the chief counsel of the subcom-
mittee usurped the functions of the sub-
committee on numerous occasions, and
that the majority report principally re-
flects biased ex parte findings of fact,
not evidence presented before the sub-
committee of the United States Senate.

Certain conclusions seem to be in-
evitable. I have undertaken to set them
forth in the minority views.

The minority views have established
that there is no legal or moral basis for
the recommendation of the majority that
“no Member of the Senate was elected
from the State of New Mexico in the
1952 general election.”

If the United States Senate adopts the
majority report, it will, for the first time
in the history of the Senate, vote to
expel a duly elected United States Sen-
ator against whom no charge or sug-
gestion of election fraud or irregularity
has been made.

The minority member of the sub-
committee, in his report and in part of
the argument this afternoon, has shown
that:

First, the majority report would dis-
franchise all the voters of the State of
New Mexico with respect to the sena-
torial election of 1952,

Second, the allegations of fraud com-
mitted by election officials contained in
the majority report are not substan-
tiated by competent, legal, probative evi=
dence,

Third, the majority report misquotes
and misconstrues the New Mexico elec-
tion code.

Fourth, the conclusions contained in
the report are not supported by the facts
or the law, but are based on misstate-
ments of fact and misconstructions of
law, on innuendo, unwarranted conclu-
sions, and specious reasoning, and, at
times, upon devious reasoning.

Fifth, the chief counsel improperly
usurped and preempted the functions of
the subcommittee, and the majority
recommendations are the result not of
objective committee consideration but
of biased and unsupported claims of the
chief counsel.

Over and beyond all of these consid-

erations, the minority member points
-to the incongruous effect of the majority
.recommendation. The report, if adopt-

ed, would have the effect of voiding the
election of November 4, 1952, for United
States Senator from the State of New

“another
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Mexico. As a corollary of that, if the
report should be adopted, the Governor
of New Mexico would have the duty,
under the Constitution of the United
States and the laws of his own State, to
appoint a Senator to succeed Senator
CuAVEZ. The TUnited States Senate
would, by this step, compound injustice
by requiring the Republican Governor—
the Governor who was chosen at the
same election under the same conditions
and eircumstances, and by the same vot-
ers whom the majority now seeks to dis=-
franchise—to name a successor to Sena-
tor CHAVEZ.

I reiterate, this is the Governor who
not only was chosen in the same elec-
tion, but who also was chairman of the
State Canvassing Board which con-
ducted a recount at the request of the
contestant, General Hurley, and de-
clared, as the result of its findings, that
Senator CmAveEz was the duly elected
Senator from the State of New Mexico
by an even greater majority than had
been certified on November 4, 1952.

If the Senate adopts the majority re-
port, it would in prineciple, if not in effect,
nullify the election of New Mexico’s Re-
publican Govcornor, and would void the
election of Republican Presidential Elec-
tors.

The majority recommendations, if
adopted, would violate the spirit of the
Constitution of the United States. Our
Constitution is a sacred covenant be-
tween our people and their Government,.
The courts of our land have zealously
guarded the right of the individual to
exercise his franchise and to have his
vote counted as it is cast. Under no
interpretation or theory of law can a
voter be disfranchised because of the
failure of election officials to comply in
all respects with all the legal provisions
regulating their duties and conduct as
officials of an election. Consonant with
the established principle of government
under our Constitution, and econsistent
with the laws of their own State, is the
right of the citizens of New Mexico who
voted in the general election of Novem-
ber 4, 1952, to have their votes counted
as they were cast., This is a paramount
right that cannot be denied, and to at-
tempt to defeat the right to vote under
the guise of protecting it is an absurdity.

UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, it is
my pleasure today to report to the Sen-
ate an historic event of extreme signifi-
cance. The event was President Eisen-
hower’s action Saturday, giving blanket
approval to the upper Colorado River
storage project, and making that vital
project a part of the administration
program.

This action is historie in that the pres-
ent administration is placing itself firm-
ly behind a modernized version of the
Nation’s reclamation program first
launched nearly a half century ago by
great President, Theodore
Roosevelt.

It seems appropriate to point out that
this action effectively answers critics of
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the administration’s program for recla=
maticn, water, and power development.
Some Senators may recall the outra-
geous statement made by a former high-
ranking official to the effect that the new
administration would never authorize or
attempt to build multiple-use dams and
reservoir projects. That ridiculous
charge has now been laid low.

The concluding paragraph of the
President’s statement, which I shall lat-
er ask to have printed in the REcorp in
its entirety, is as follows:

I hope the Congress will give early consid-
eration to enactment of the administra-
tion's legislative proposal. I firmly believe
development of the upper Colorado River
Basin, in accordance with its provisions, is
in the national interest.

The President in his message pointed
out that the upper Colorado River stor-
age project is a “comprehensive, well-
planned development of a river basin.”
By endorsing this program, President
Eisenhower has gained historic credit for
another first in reclamation develop-
ment. To my knowledge, this is the first
comprehensive development of all the
water resources of a river basin.

This new approach to reclamation, in
a sense, was forced upon supporters of
the project and Bureau of Reclamation
engineers. Under the Colorado River
compact of 1922, and a subsequent treaty
with Mexico, the Upper Basin States gave
a priority of use for their portions of the
waters of the river to the lower basin
States and Mexico. No matter what
happens, we must see that this reserved
water gets downstream. It is a first
mortgage on the river before we can
safely take out any water for the Upper
Basin States under the compact.

Furthermore, when this vitally needed
water of the Colorado is made available
to the upper basin States it must be ob-
tained from deep canyons and distrib-
uted to water users in a drainage area of
110,000 miles, an area larger than New
York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey
combined., Portions of four States—
Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and New
Mexico—are dependent upon the out-
come of this problem for water and pow-
er to make possible future economic and
population growth.

Because of these complexities, the de-
cision was made to regard this river de-
velopment as one large project. Sena-
tors have heard of Echo Park project,
Split Mountain project, and others.
These are only units of the overall upper
Colorado River storage project.

The comprehensive development of the
upper Colorado River Basin contem-
plates the construction of an interlock-
ing system of dams to be constructed
on the tributaries and the main stem of
the Colorado River to assure full and
complete regulated flow and the maxi-
mum advantage. The opponents have
directed their attacks at the Echo Park
Dam, alleging that construction of Flam-
ing Gorge and Cross Mountain, or mul-
tiple other combinations, could do the
job without constructing Echo Park Dam
within the confines of Dinosaur National
Monument. I point out to the Members
of the Senate that Flaming Gorge and
Cross Mountain, as well as some other
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recommended alternatives for Echo
Park, constitute an integral part of this
comprehensive control plan. The dams
recommended are necessary to the over-
all basin development and were selected
after consideration of about 250 different
sites. The complete project, as approved
by the President and the Bureau of the
Budget, calls for 2 large storage reser-
voirs—Glen Canyon and Echo Park—
and 12 participating irrigation units.
The eventual outlay authorized for the
project amounts to about $930 million,
including $21 million for recreation de-
velopment of the Dinosaur National
Monument. This sum, if authorized, will
be expended over 20 to 40 years, which is
the period of time estimated to be re-
quired for construction.

While this amount may look large, I
desire to point out that this will be a
self-liquidating project, completely jus-
tifying the President’s decision that the
development calls for sound finaneing.

In explanation of the statement that
this project is self-liguidating, it would
be well to keep in mind that this project
is self-liquidating by the residents within
the confines of the upper Colorado Riv=-
er Basin. By that I mean the revenue
both from irrigation and power will be
paid by the residents of those portions
of the four Western States comprising
the upper Colorado River Basin. We
residents will buy the power, and we will
use the water, and we will pay the Fed-
eral Treasury every penny which it cost
to construct this project with interest.
We have asked for Federal assistance in
the nature of financing the construction
of this project, which is beyond our
means to otherwise finance. We in the
West have, through private enterprise,
developed much of our water resource,
In fact, we have done all that is humanly
possible and, therefore, we now ask as-
sistance from the Federal Government
in order to accomplish that which we are
helpless to accomplish in any other way.

The heaviest costs of the project arise
from the two storage-power units on the
main stem. I should like to point out
that the storage features of those struc-
tures are made necessary by those prior
commitments on Colorado River water
mentioned previously. It ought to be
obvious to everybody now that we will not
have any water for irrigation and mu-
nicipal water supplies unless the upper
basin is able to satisfy the people down-
stream and be able to carry water over
from good years to dry years in those
mammoth reservoirs. While probably no
water will be directly diverted out of
those reservoirs, the water backed up by
the smaller participating units will be
made possible by reason of them. Fur-
thermore, the key big dams of Echo Park
and Glen Canyon will supply the bulk
of the power revenues required to finance
the whole project.

It is for this reason that the President
was perfectly sound in his statement
that Echo Park and Glen Canyon Dams
are key units strategically located to pro=-
vide the necessary storage of water to
make the plan work at its maximum ef-
ficiency; and his unqualified endorse-
ment of Echo Park and Glen Canyon is
a well-deserved rebuff to another group
of critics, the conservationists.

March 22

I ask unanimous consent that the
President’s statement be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

I have today approved recommendations
for the development of the upper Colorado
River Basin.

The general plan upon which these recom=-
mendations are based has been prepared by
the Secretary of the Interior. The Secre-
tary's recommendations have been reviewed
by the Bureau of the Budget. Legislation
embodying the administration’s recommen-
dations is being prepared for introduction in
the Congress.

This is a comprehensive, well-planned de-
velopment of a river basin. The close Fed-
eral-State cooperation upon which the Sec-
retary’s plan is based also carries out this
administration’s approach to water resource
development.

The development will conserve water, en-
abling the region to increase supplies for
municipal uses, industrial development, and
irrigation. It will develop much-needed
electric power.

The development calls for sound financing.
The legislation now being drafted will set
up a fund for the entire project so that
it will be constructed and paid for as a
basin program.

Construction of the Echo Park and Glen
Canyon Dams, two of the large projects in
the basin plan, is recommended. These
dams are key units strategically located to
provide the necessary storage of water to
make the plan work at its maXimum effi-
clency.

The legislation being drafted will authorize
& number of projects which will put to use
the waters of the upper Colorado. This au-
thorization will become effective following
further consideration by the Secretary of the
Interior, with the assistance of the Secretary
of Agriculture, of the relation of these proj-
ects to the wise use and sound development
of the basin.

I am deferring my recommendation on the
Shiprock unit of the Navajo project until the
Becretary has completed his study.

I hope the Congress will give early con=
sideration to enactment of the administra-
tion's legislative proposal. I firmly believe
development of the upper Colorado River
Basin, in accordance with its provisions, is
in the national interest.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the
conservationists have viciously attacked
plans for construction of the key Echo
Park Dam, thereby ignoring the over-
all plans for the basin development, and
disregarding the chief fundamental ob-
ject of conservationism in the semiarid
West. This fundamental purpose, es-
tablished in the pioneer days of the
West, is that water must be the first re-
source to be conserved if the West is to
survive, let alone grow and prosper.

The conservationist opponents should
have been the strongest supporters for
this great water conservation program,
because many of them realize clearly
how desperately water is needed in the
West, and particularly in the upper
basin area.

Alternate sites suggested by these op-
ponents unquestionably would lose from
120,000 to 250,000 acre-feet of water per
year more than would be lost to evapora-
tion at the Echo Park Dam site. This
means that enough water to supply a
city of a half million people would have
been lost if the people in that area
could have succeeded in leaving Echo
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Park out of the project development
plans. And there is no way that the
water, once lost, can be replaced in that
area.

Such opposition is the more deplorable
when it is considered that this vital water
is saved, and the project is speeded by
inclusion of Echo Park, and at little or
no loss to those of us who love rugged
Western scenery just as much any any
so-called conservationists.

A very interesting statement of high
literary quality, and highlighted by
salty humor, was made by G. E. Unter-
mann, director, Utah Field House of
Natural History, Vernal, Utah, at a House
hearing on a bill which has for its pur-
pose the authorizing of the upper Colo-
rado River storage project and partici=
pating units.

As a sample of what Mr. Untermann
is capable of doing, let me read the fol-
lowing from his statement:

Frederick C. Othman generally tries for
humor in his syndicated newspaper column,
In 1950, when he wrote about the Echo Park
Dam and the Dinosaur National Monument
hearing before the Secretary of the Interior,
he was funnier than even he knew. Listen
to this: “On the rocky walls of the river are
the footprints of the giants that roamed the
jungles in an ancient age. These marks are
known as petroglyphs.”

In the first place, there are no dinosaur
footprints in the monument, In the second
place, they wouldn't be going up the sheer
canyon walls if there were. And in the third
place, a petroglyph isn’'t a dinosaur footprint
in the first place. Petroglyphs are cliff
murals of prehistoric Indians. This form of
primitive art incised on the sandstone walls
of canyons represents for the most part cere-
monials and hunting scenes. They have
nothing to do with dinosaurs.

Mr. Othman goes on to say that Camara-
gaurus was the only dinosaur to come from
the monument. Actually, there are 12 dif-
ferent types recovered from the world-famous
quarry.

It will be interesting to Members of
this body to know that Mr. Untermann
has lived in the vicinity of Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument, in eastern Utah, and
in the monument itself, since 1919. Pe-
riodically, from 1943 to 1946, he was
ranger at the monument. Mrs. Unter-
mann, also a geologist, was ranger-nat-
uralist in 1946 and 1947. She has lived
in the monument and in the immediate
vicinity since 1906. In fact, she was born
and raised as Island Park in Dinosaur
National Monument. Together, from
1943 to 1948, Mr. and Mrs. Untermann
mapped the geology of the entire monu-
ment area, consisting of 209,000 acres,
and it is the only geological map of the
monument in existence.

Those who earnestly seek interesting
facts about the Echo Park controversy
and who would like to have a factual ac-
count, garnished by some real humor,
should not fail to read Mr. Untermann’s
statement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed at this point in
my remarks.

R e R R
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

REALISM AND THE DINOSAUR NATIONAL
MONUMENT CONTROVERSY

(By G. E. Untermann, director, Utah Field
House of Natural History, Vernal, Utah)

Frederick C. Othman generally tries for
humor in his syndicated newspaper column.
In 1950 when he wrote about the Echo Park
Dam and the Dinosaur National Monument
hearing before the Secretary of the Interior
he was funnier than even he knew. Listen
to this: “On the rocky walls of the river are
the footprints of the glants that roamed
the jungles in an ancient age. These marks
are known as petroglyphs.”

In the first place, there are no dinosaur
footprints in the monument; in the second
place, they wouldn't be going up the sheer
canyon walls, if there were; and, in the third
place, a petroglyph isn’t a dinosaur footprint,
in the first place. Petroglyphs are cliff
murals of prehistoric Indians. This form of
primitive art incised on the sandstone walls
of canyons represents for the most part
ceremonials and hunting scenes. They have
nothing to do with dinosaurs.

Mr. Othman goes on to say that Camara-
saurus was the only dinosaur to come from
the monument. Actually, there are 12 dif-
ferent types recovered from the world-famous
quarry.

I do not cite the above inaccuracies to ridi-
cule Mr. Othman. I mention them to show
how irresponsible, misguided, and unin-
formed some publicity can be and how such
misinformation can cause a nationwide pro-
test over something that doesn't amount to
a hill of beans.

It is unfortunate that much of the wide-
spread objection of the conservationist and
wilderness lover, in this controversy over
dams versus dinosaurs, scenery and violated
principles, has been of this careless nature.

Congress does not have time to look into
the merits of every protest and anguished
outery of the folks back home and has a
right to assume that such complaints are
based upon more than petulance and poorly
authenticated sources of information. When
someone sees a bunch of kids in space hel-
mets and starts a nationwide hullabaloo
over the heavy and unregulated trafiic to
Mars and letters and telegrams flood an over=
worked Congress in protest, Congress in self-
defense can only assure the outraged citi-
zenry that such travel will be regulated and
will not be permitted at all unless, and until,
foot-long hot dogs, Coca-Cola and a comfort
station are available at least every 100 miles.

Conservation groups have reluctantly con-
ceded that the dinosaurs are in no danger at
the monument as a result of proposed dams.
However, this false rumor was once widely
broadcast and accepted by the general public
as a justifiable reason for opposing the proj-
ect. The belief still lingers in some quarters
and refutation is required almost daily. Ru-
mor is more relentless than truth so that
the maligned victim seldom lives down its
invidious effect.

Some other claims and charges of the op-
position groups have been as baseless and
fantastic as the save the dinosaurs move-
ment, and just as misleading. These people
are natural-born crusaders who are always
ready to “save” anything which they feel is
worthy of their best efforts. Having gone
off half-cocked with respect to the dinosaurs
which they found snug and comfy where they
are, they proceeded to come to the valiant de-
fense of western outlaws whom they felt
were in danger of historical “liquidation.”™
We were soon to learn that the proposed dams
in Dinosaur National Monument would flood
such famous bandit hideouts as Hole-in-the-
Wall and Robber's Roost. It was quite a
shock to these well-meaning saviors when
they were informed that Hole-in-the-Wall
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is in the Powder Rliver country of northern
Wyoming, 150 miles away from the monu=-
ment, and that Robber’s Roost is in the San
Rafael Swell of Utah, at least 150 miles to
the south.

Undaunted by two false starts the “old
college try” was given to a great emotional
appeal. Someone thought he had figured out
a sure-fire protest that wouldn’'t boomerang.
Bince the eccentric old hermit, Pat Lynch,
had lived in the area now bearing his name,
Pat’s Hole, it seemed safe to assume that he
died there. And if he died there he must
be buried there. So we were told, “That sure=
ly you wouldn't bury a poor old Irishman
under 500 feet of water. Have you no rev-
erence for the dead? Is there nothing sacred
to you?” There was great gloom in camp
when we informed our friends that Pat
wasn't buried in Pat’s Hole. In fact, what
was worse, he wasn't even burled in the mon=-
ument. Saveral years before Pat was called
to the Great Beyond, a fellow Irlshman by the
name of Moran, an early exponent of free
private enterprise, chased Pat from the hold-
ings on which he had squatted, with the per=
suasive muzzle of a 30-30. Pat went to live
with the Baker family in Lily Park, 50 miles
up the Yampa River, where he was buried,
high and dry, in 1917. But even in death the
fates were unkind to Pat, for the only other
occupant In the burial plot with the old
Irish Catholic was a Mason. And adding in-
sult to injury, the Masonic emblem was
carved on his neighbor’s tombstone. On
quiet evenings, when not a breath of air is
stirring, the sagebrush growing on these
graves can be seen to shake violently, and
from this we know that these departed souls
still have not reconciled their earthly differ-
ences.

With true misslonary zeal nearly 200 mem=
bers of the Sierra Club, in three separate
groups, came to Vernal last summer to make
the trip through the canyons of Dinosaur
National Monument under the guidance of
competent river pilots. Their avowed pur=-
pose was to enjoy the thrill and excitement
of the river run, but a member of the first
group spilled the beans by revealing the real
purpose. He stepped forward and made the
following introduction: “We represent the
Sierra Club of California and we have come
to Vernal to save Dinosaur National Monu-
ment for you people so they won't build those
dams in there.” *“Well,” I replied, “that's
certainly nice of you, and I'm sure you are
prompted by the best of motives, but did it
ever occur to you that we might not want to
be saved? As it so happens, we don't. We
want to be ‘dammed." ”

Headlines and pictures in the second sec-
tion of the Sunday Los Angeles Times, under
date of August 30, 1953, clearly showed what
the Sierra Club was up to. “Children in
Boats Run Utah Rapids. Californians Re-
fute Claim That Wild Green River Is Dan=
gerous,” blared the headlines.

The text of the article would lead one
to believe that infants kick the slats out
of their cribs and cry for a trip down the
Green River. That sweet old ladies drop
their knitting to man the boats dashing
through the canyons. But all these people
were passengers, not river runners. A corpse
could make the trip if Bus Hatch, ace river=
man, wanted to take it through. No ability
is required of the passengers other than
that they can get in and out of the boats, and
if an infirmity prevents this, they can be
lifted in and out. While most of the Sierra
Clubbers made the entire trip (although the
water was the lowest in years), some of them
left the river at Island Park or Rainbow,
rather than go through Split Mountain
Canyon which has a couple of sockdolager
rapids. Moonshine, the upper rapid, has
had its loss of life, and S. O. B. lower down
has shared in disaster. For politeness sake,
B. O. B. is pronounced “sob,” as in cry, but
when used by rivermen, has the same mean=
ing given it by Harry Truman in speaking
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of music critics. When approaching such
rapids it is too late to exclaim, “Oh, mamma.
Why did I ever leave home?” There is only
one thing to do and that is to go on down
the river. Making the run through the can-
yons is like marriage; you don't know what
you're getting into until you make the trip.
In all fairness to the river pilots, we gladly
concede that these competent men know
their business, and that anyone who likes
this sort of thrill is probably in no more
danger than in taking trips of other kinds.
I, for example, still like to drag one foot
on the ground when traveling by plane, yet,
it doesn't seem to bother a lot of people
at all.

However, in spite of all that may be sald
of a canyon voyage through Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument, running the river will
continue to appeal to relatively few people.
Such trips will never be popular with the
general public and this portion of the Monu-
ment’s interior will remain little known.

If wilderness groups are trying to prove
that the rivers are safe for just everyone,
and therefore lakes are not needed for easy
accass to the canyon areas, they are wasting
their time. No one has advocated building
the dams because they will produce safe still-
water bodies. These lakes will be the result
of the dams being built; not a reason for
building them. Any attempt to justify them
on such a flimsy pretext would be utterly
ridiculous. The dams are needed for stream
regulation, holdover storage, power develop-
ment, ete. Echo Park Dam, particularly, is
one of the most important sites on the entire
river system and meets all the requirements
of adequacy. Nature has provided good
damsites sparingly and these must be used
where they are.

Postmarked December 18, 1953, the presi-
dent of the Sierra Club sent the following
frantic message to members: “Urgent: Imme-
diate action needed. Secretary of Interior
McEKay has just recommended to President
Eisenhower the destruction of Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument-construction of Echo Park
Dam. Arguments of conservationists have
been passed by. Alternative sites exist that
will spare the National Park System. What
to do: Write (as an individual) or wire the
President, White House, Washington, D. C.,
asking that he act to protect the National
Park System and disapprove dams in Dino-
saur. Bend a copy to your Congressman
(and your chapter chairman, please). There
is no time to lose. You know the facts; more
will follow—the next bulletin will suggest
further steps for you to take. Every con-
servationist must speak at once. The chips
are down for sure.”

The club members are told that they know
the fact, but one of the facts they think
they know isn’'t a fact but a fallacy. Ac-
ceptable alternate damsites do not exist, and
even General Grant III, who suggested some
of these sites, concedes that the Bureau of
Reclamation will have to make the final
choice. It is to be hoped that tife conserva-
tionists will be equally gracious.

Any alternate damsite, worthy of consid-
eration, must do at least the following
things:

1. Adequately fulfill the purpose of the
dam being replaced.

2. Eeep evaporation losses at a minimum.

3. Must have a comparable reservoir
capacity.

4, Must be where water and power ean be
economically utilized.

5. Must impound the waters of the Yampa
River.

6. Must inundate a minimum of property
having economic value.

Finding an alternate which has these
minimum requirements has failed to ma-
terialize.

The claim of the wilderness people that
the dams will destroy the scenic and inspi-
rational values of the canyon portion of
Dinosaur National Monument is wide open
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to serious challenge. The charge has been
repeatedly made by this group, in text and
pictures, that these canyons will be filled
with water. If we fill a bucket with water
we have a bucketful of water. If we fill a
canyon with water we should have water up
to the brim. Let us take a realistic look at
the situation and see what we really have.
At Echo Park Dam the water will actually
be 500 feet deep, plus or minus. Whirlpool
Canyon, in which the dam site is located, rises
2,500 feet above this point. Thus the can-
yon depth will be diminished one-fifth at
the dam. In Lodore Canyon, the deepest and
most rugged of all the canyons in the mon-
ument, the average depth of reservoir water
will approximate 350 feet, while the walls
rise more than 3,000 feet, resulting in a
diminution in height of only one-tenth.
On the Yampa River the still-water lake will
not even go all the way through the canyon
but will leave rushing white water at the
upper end. If our friends had said that the
dams will fill the bottoms of the canyons
they would have made a factual statement:
What they overlooked in their eagerness to
be alarming, was the fall of the river which
causes backed-up water to become shallower
as you go upstream. The lakes produced by
Echo Park Dam will modify the character
of the canyon country but will little affect
their grandeur and scenic qualities.

But wilderness groups object to lakes In
Dinosaur for still another reason. They
say, "How will posterity be able to tell how
these canyons were formed if the active
streams which carved them are no longer in
existence?"” If, when posterity stands on the
rims of the monument and can't tell that the
canyons they are looking at were carved by
stream action, they will be mighty dumb
and certainly no credit to their progenitors.

The fact that the alpine glaciers which
carved the high Sierras and Yosemite are no
longer active, does not impair the enjoyment
of the Sierra Club, and others, of this ma-
jestic area. For this very reason is the area
accessible to large numbers, just as the can-
yon areas of the monument will become easily
accessible after the rivers which formed them
have been tamed in their headlong flight to
the sea.

The terrific fuss and fury over the partial
inundation of Steamboat Rock, in Echo Park,
would mislead one to believe that this was
the only scenic feature in the whole of
Dinosaur National Monument. Nothing is
ever said about some of its other magnificent
areas which are unaffected by proposed dams.
So flagrant is this omission by writers on the
area who are in opposition to Echo Park, that
I felt impelled to make the following reply to
one stanch defender who sent me his article,
*“This Is Dinosaur,” in the hope of converting
me to his viewpoint. *“Although your article
is entitled ‘This Is Dinosaur,’ I note that you
make no mention at all of Dinosaur
Quarry and the headquarters area, while the
wilderness section is featured entirely. The
wilderness area of the monument is vast by
comparison with the quarry area, but it is,
nonetheless, secondary in importance to the
quarry development. Unless the dams are
constructed, in our opinion, the primitive
area of the monument will remain relatively
unimportant, as it is today, so far as sharing
in the number of visitors is concerned.

“I also note another glaring omission, con-
spicuous by its absence, especially since you
are writing entirely about the primitive por-
tion of Dinosaur National Monument. You
utterly fail to mention the Jones Hole area.
For the most part, itinerant scribes like your-
self, will visit those areas of the monument
which can be reached while sitting on soft
cushions, even if it practically wrecks a car to
do so, but we can’t get you into an area which
involves a horseback ride and may mean that
you're going to have to eat off the mantle-
piece. Jones Hole, probably the most spec~
tacular and scenic wilderness section in the
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monument, has received the most consistent
and persistent brushoff of any area in the
region. And yet, it has been considered
worthy of setting apart as a national mon-
ument by itself alone. Its location and soli-
tude, its lack of gas fumes and horn blowing,
is the very thing which should make it ir-
resistible to you wilderness people who are
always yelling that you want to get away
from it all. Well, here’s your chance. Better
come back and take another look at Dino-
saur National Monument and finish your job.
Jones Hole is something you'll really rave
about, #nd best of all, it is unaflfected by
either dam.

“Let's get some realism into this thing and
quit the visionary daydreaming which may
make for poetic writing, but which certainly
ignores the facts as though they were a
plague.”

It can be said for this particular writer
that he did spend a week or more at the
monument gathering the material for his
article. Most of them camp there only over-
night and then rush home to dash off a
masterpiece on why Echo Park Dam will ruin
Dinosaur,

I have lived in or adjacent to Dinosaur
National Monument for over 30 years and
with Mrs. Untermann, also a geologist, have
mapped the geology of the entire monument.

This publication, entitled *“Geology of
Dinosaur National Monument and Vicinity,
N. E. Utah, N. W. Colorado,” is now in
press and should appear soon as bulletin
No, 42 of the Utah Geological and Miner-
alogical Survey. Mrs. Untermann was for-
merly a ranger-naturalist at Dinosaur, and I
have been a ranger there. In spite of our
long association with the region and our in-
timate knowledge of it, there still are a lot
of things that we do not claim to know about
it. How these hit-and-run scribes who only
camp overnight and then take a potshot at
the monument can know so much is too
deep for me.

The rivers of the menument now inundate
3 percent of the area. After both Echo Park
and Split Mountain dams are constructed
only 11 percent of the entire region will be
inundated, leaving the remaining 89 percent
a wilderness untouched by man.

Does this sound like the destruction of
Dinosaur National Monument? It does, how-
ever, raise the old question of just how much
wilderness do the wilderness people want?
In the national park system is already en-
compassed an area nearly as large as the
State of Maine. Canadian national parks
preserve an area larger than Scotland or near-
1y 30,000 square miles. The national forests
of the United States administer a wilderness
of approximately 20 million acres. In his
excellent and comprehensive article on the
West in the December 25, 1953, issue of Col-
lier's, Bernard DeVoto tells how Idaho has
3 million acres of primitive area accessible
only by saddle trail. In Utah 71 percent of
the land is federally owned, which includes
2 national parks and 9 national monuments.
No one out in that country is going to
shed any tears over the modification of a
small portion of this Federal land, especially
when it makes the area more accessible and
advances the development of a rapldly ex-
panding West. There is a good reason for
such a viewpoint, which is at wide variance
with that held by conservationists in general.

Thomas Munro, in his discussion of "“The
Aesthetic Appreciation of Nature,” has this
to say, “A man who must wrest a difficult liv-
ing from the land is forced to take a different
attitude toward it from that of the leisurely
vacationist. He must, in other words, take
a practical attitude toward nature.” The
vacationist enjoys our rugged mountains and
scenic splendor for 3 months out of the year,
then he goes back home to make his living
where things are easier. The native lives out
there the year round and has to scratch
for his living where he is. These people who
are opposing the development of our country
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only come out there to play. We have to
work there. You can't blame a man like
Ebenezer Bryce, for whom spectacular
Bryce Canyon was named, for not going over=
board for the scenic aspects of the region
when he took a more practical attitude by
saying that it was a hell of a place to lose
a cow. If some of this vast western wilder-
ness can be put to work doing something
useful, instead of being merely ornamental,
it should not be looked upon as a national
calamity.

We are aware, of course, that the major
objection of conservationists to the dams in
Dinosaur National Monument, the opposi-
tion which looms up largest, stems from the
purported threat to a National Park Service
area by commercial interests and the viola-
tion of principles and precedents. There are
two sides to this story so far as Dinosaur is
concerned. Our side of the story, the wilder-
ness people have steadfastly contended, is of
no im ce and carries no weight. We
feel, however, that each case should be
judged on its own merits.

While the conservationist cries “invasion,”
we protest over the breaking of a pledge.
Two years before the monument was en-
larged from the quarry unit to include the
canyon unit, a representative of the Park
Service from Dinosaur, met with the local
people to discuss the proposed expansion.
In meetings held at Vernal, Utah, June 11,
1936, and at Cralg, Colo., June 13, 1936, it
was agreed that the enlargement of the
Monument would not interfere with grazing
or with water or power development on the
streams and in the canyons. Believing in this
promise the local people went along with the
expanded program. We would like to see that
pledge honored and feel it is equally as im-
portant as any alleged violation of Park Serv=
ice policies. What a lot of people never knew,
or may have forgotten, is that the initial ex-
pansion program at Dinosaur started out as
a vastly larger scheme, The original idea
was to make a wildlife area out of the region
and as such it took in a great deal more ter-
ritory. Indeed, it took in just about all
the sagebrush flats and hills in the surround-
ing country and bore no resemblance to any
plan presuming to preserve scenic and rec-
reational values. The vigorous protest of
the local people, both in Utah and Colorado,
shrank the boundaries to approximately
their present limits. The Monument's new
look resulted from confining the expansion
to the four major canyons, Lodore, Whirl-
pool, and Split Mountain on the Green River
and Bear Canyon on the Yampa, with con-
trol areas reaching back several miles from
both rims.

If the Park Service finds it distasteful to
administer Dinosaur and its dams as a Na-
tional Monument, it might do well to con-
sider a change of status to a recreational
area, as was done at Hoover Dam and Lake
Mead. There 1s still another alternative
which the Park Service may wish to consider,
with profit to itself. The National Park
Service is a victim of its own overexpansion,
with a budget that simply does not get all
the way around. Its excessive growth is not
essentially of its own doing. What happens is
something like this: people will enthuse over
some historical or scenic area and imme-
diately exclaim, “Oh, this should be made a
national park,” and pretty soon the wheels
start rolling and the next thing the Service
knows it has another mouth to feed and no
more money to feed it with. Its like having
your relatives move in with you. For awhile
you can put more water in the soup, but
that works just so long. After that you have
to spend some money for more food, and if
you haven't got it things are tough. Be-
cause the Park Service is land poor it may
wish to consider relinquishing the canyon
unit of Dinosaur National Monument al-
together and putting its limited funds to
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work elsewhere. Either a recreational area
status or a complete relinquishment would
be a simple answer to the present contro=-
versy and the principles of no one would be
violated.

What of archaeologlical and mineral values
which may be inundated by dams in the
monument? Archaeological exploration at
Dinosaur dates from 1921. The principal
work of study and excavation was carrled
on by the University of Colorado Museum
in cooperation with the National Park Serv-
ice. Considerable material has been re-
covered, especially in the Castle Park area,
with a paper covering the work published
by the University of Colorado Press in 1948,
(The Archaeology of Castle Park, Dinosaur
National Monument.) Prehistoric Indian
sites, mainly Basket Maker II and III, rang-
ing from A. D. 200 to A. D. 700, are widespread
in northeast Utah and northwest Colorado,
both inside the monument and outside.
There is no danger, as a result of the same,
of erasing lost civilizations. They are too
well represented.

In our 5-year survey of the monument
we could find no minerals of economic value
and this includes oil. The formations which
produce oil in this region are exposed on the
surface and do not have a sufficient cover to
trap oil if it were present in the first place.
An independent investigation can easily
verify the truth of these statements.

The grave concern over the presence of
economic values in Dinosaur National Monu-
ment has always been a source of secret
amusement to us. If the monument were
made of uranium and was studded with
diamonds no one would be permitted to
develop these resources, because they would
be in a Park Service area. The same uproar
over invasion and precedents would be furl-
ously hurled by the conservationists as are
now being hurled over the proposed dams.
While the Park Service would permit no “de-
velopment' at Dinosaur, the local stockmen
claim that the monument has a development
project of its own; that of ralsing coyotes,
mountain lions, and bobcats to prey on their
young stock. The Park Service has a wild-
life publication which shows that coyotes
don't eat sheep. An autopsy was made on
the stomachs of a couple of coyotes which
proved that they ate only rabbits, prairie
dogs, and other natural food animals. How-
ever, one of the stomachs contained a strange
and exotlc item—a shoelace. From this we
must conclude that while these particular
coyotes did not eat any sheep—at the time
of their examination, one of them certainly
must have eaten the herder.

In this concern over inundated values, the
Park Service has, Inadvertently introduced
an item of confusion on its own. On page
47 of the National Park Service report which
forms a portion of the 1950 Colorado River
storage report, under Geological program is
the following: “To excavate two important
dinosaur sites in Echo Park and Split Moun«-
tain Canyon respectively; recovery, preserva=-
tion, and storage of artifacts and plan for
subsequent public exhibit.” Twenty-five
thousand dollars annually, for a 2-year
period, are requested to make this study.

1 wrote the then Secretary of the Interior
pointing out the error in referring to this
material as dinosaurs. Inasmuch as the
canyons referred to are carved in formations
which antedate the dinosaurs of the monu-
ment by at least 100 million years, no fossil
dinosaurs could be present. The Assistant
Secretary replied that they regretted the error
and that the statement should have read
“fossils” instead of dinosaur fossils. I in
turn replied that using only the term “fos-
sils” was still very confusing, since any fossil
in the monument would immediately be
interpreted as a dinosaur fossil by the av-
erage reader. It would be better to say what
they mean, which was invertebrate fossils;
in other words marine mollusks of the car-
boniferous period. We had had such a diffi-
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cult time refuting the rumor that dinosaurs
would be flooded by the dams that we didn’t
want to see this bugaboo raise its head again
through the use of any misleading state-
ments. Besides, $25,000 a year seemed to
give these seashells an exaggerated impor-
tance which was sure to cause additional
needless controversies. Especially, when the
same material in exactly the same beds could
be studied in many other localities within
the monument and on the outside. Within
the monument the identical geology occurs
at these, among other places: Round Top,
Martha Peak, Tanks Peak, Bear Valley,
Thanksgiving Gorge, East Cactus Flat, Doug-
las Mountain, Zenobia Peak, Wild Mountain,
Harpers Corner, and Jones Hole. Outside the
monument these same fossils can be studied
on Di d Mountain, Lena Peak, Brush
Creek Mountain, Taylor Mountain and others,
all of which are wholly unaffected by any
dams. This duplication of values within the
monument and on the outside is typical of
practically every feature which seems to
cause some quarters so much concern, and
applies not only to the geology, fossils, and
archaeolgy but to faunal and floral and min-
eral values as well,

All this makes one wonder what all the
shouting is about.

In addition to having mapped the Geology
of Dinosaur National Monument which work
will soon be out in the aforementioned Bul-
letin No. 42, of the State of Utah Geological
Survey, we also have publications on special
areas in the monument among which are the
following: “Geology of the Green and Yampa
River Canyons and Vicinity, Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument, Utah and Colorado,” G. E.
and B. R. Untermann, which appeared In the
May 1949 issue of the American Assoclation
of Petroleum Geologists. “The Morgan For-
mation of Whirlpool Canyon, Green River,
Dinosaur National Monument, Uintah
County, Utah,” G. E. and B. R. Untermann,
which formed a portion of the symposium,
*0il and Gas Possibilities of Utah,” a Decem=
ber 1949 publication of the State of Utah
Geological Survey, and “Stratigraphy of the
Split Mountain Area,” G. E. and B. R. Unter-
mann, which appeared in the 1950 issue of
the Guidebook to the Geology of Utah, No. 5,
also published by the State Survey. I men=
tion the above publications to show that con=
siderable work on the geology of the monu=
ment has already been done.

It comes as no great surprise that con-
servationists are divided among themselves
over this controversy and that such groups
as would normally be expected to aline them-
selves with the wilderness people, because
of their aesthetic appreciation of nature, are
not opposed to the dams in Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument. In our State we have such
organizations as the Utah Federated Artists,
Utah Federated Women's Clubs and the Wa-
satch Mountain Club who do not see eye to
eye with the conservationists. Even members
of opposing groups can’t stomach some of
the antics of the leaders of these organiza-
tions. Listen to this, from a member of the
Sierra Club, no less, “I do not see eye to eye
with the club. The entire club is led by a
few who do the thinking for them and hold
sway over the membership. A speaker at a
recent meeting told of a film ‘Boom Town’'
which showed the vice and immorality that
goes with the boom conditions of a large
project. They were going to use this film
to discourage the people in the vicinity of
the dams from supporting this sort of thing
in their midst. Well, Vernal has gone
through the oil boom O. K., so I guess they
can maintain law and order while the dam
is being built. I think reclamation is in its
infancy and should not be blocked by a few
individuals, or groups led by a few individ-
uals, who know nothing of the needs of
a land so far away."

My most unpardonable sin, in the eyes of
the wilderness people, is that I, a museum
man who himself preserves the beauties of
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mature, should be on what they are pleased
to call, the wrong side in this controversy.
My reply has been, and will continue to be,
that it merely goes to show that one can
love nature and still be rational about it.
In view of all the consideration that has
been given to posterity, I only hope they
appreciate it when they finally arrive. I am
sure they will be far more grateful to those
forebears who leave them a means of mak-
ing a living than to those of whom it can
only be said, “They left us a wilderness.”

Some ViEws or THE WasatcHx MOUNTAIN
CLus, S8arT Laxe Crty

The Echo Park-Split Mountain contro-
versy, when its relationship to the develop-
ment of the upper Colorado River watershed
is concerned, quickly loses its deceptiive as-
pect of simplicity. The popular impression
of a bureaucratic monster suddenly bent
upon a dam-building foray, while superior
gites are available elsewhere, is likely to un-
dergo substantial revision.

Not only is this area in our backyard—
the current dispute is not without an omi-
nous portent for our front ones as well.

Some persons will learn, to their surprise,
that the first reconnaissance undertaken in
behalf of the Dincsaur Monument expansion
found the Bureau of Reclamation already
planning for a dam at Echo Park. Test
drilling for the dam's foundation antedated
by more than a year the inclusion of the
area In the monument.

National park officials assured the inhab-
itants of the region that development of
water resources would not be impeded, and
a stipulation for construction was included
in the order for the monument’s expansion.
As quoted by the Secretary of the Interior,
"It contemplated the use of the monument
for a water project.”

The present conflict between inherently
idealistic organizations presents a golden op-
portunity to enemies of the Bureau, and
these implacable foes, now cloaked by asso-
ciation in a mantle of righteousness, con-
tribute insidiously to gain their own un-
holy ends. Thus it is not surprising that
the zealous conservationist should lapse into
the line of attack of his predatory allies.

One favored subject is construction costs
which exceed project estimates. The in-
tended inferences are probably a lack of re=-
liability in the Bureau's cost data, and de-
liberate underestimating to more easily se-
cure congressional approvals.

Some embarrassment from estimate errors
is freely admitted, but when a completed
project report is subjected to committee

investigations, etc., for a period
often exceeding 4 years, before it is even
presented to Congress, this type of error,
during an inflationary period, can hardly be
regarded as reprehensible. If there be any
real basis for the second innuendo, it be-
comes less a reflection on the integrity of the
Bureau of Reclamation than on the vision of
Congress, which, in its dereliction, is ever
mindful of the desires of the powerful tax-
paying utilities, and has shackled this cate-
gory of public works with heavy repayment
requirements.

Other comparable endeavor, such as non-
competitive harbor activity, and the levee
building antics of our flood-control special=-
ists, the Army Corps of Engineers need make
no repayment at all.

One example of Increased project cost
which is cited, employs a strategem worthy
of a politiclan. The Colorado-Big Thompson
project was plagued with difficult construc-
tion problems, and ran the gamut of the
inflationary spiral as well. It is truly stated
that the increase in costs over the original
estimate is too large to be accounted for im
this manner, but omitted, in the best tra-
dition of the half-truth, is any reference to
the power-generating facilities, including
two reservoirs, which were added later (with
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congressional approval) to meet the rapidly
growing demands of the region.

Competing for a place in the rhetorical
war, is the ridicule which is bestowed upon
evaluation of reservoir evaporation losses.
A single decade has wrought startling
changes in our concept of science, but the
roles of air temperature, humidity, and mo-
tion; and exposed area, still seem reason-
ably secure as the major factors to be con-
sidered in the determination of evaporation
from any open body of water. Wind and
weather conform to broad general patternms,
and little is left, including the very minor
amount by which this evaporation might
increase the precipitation returning to the
system, to introduce appreciable error.

As determined by academic methods, the
evaporation losses from the best combina-
tion of substitute reservoirs exceeds by more
than 300,000 acre-feet, the system minimum,
which would be realized by the construction
of the “stepchild” dams. This figure may
not seem impressive to outsiders, but it has
greater significance for the water-conscious
region which was handed the bill by the
Colorado River compact.

There is more to the problem than water
storage, power generation, and cost, but this
frio alone seems more than capable of pro-
moting endless contention. With some help
from Senator WaTkins, Gen. U. S. Grant IIT
publicly acknowledged one of the errors of
his ways. The general is somewhat handi-
capped by his lack of knowledge of the Colo-
rado River system, and his dependence upon
reports which he had no hand in preparing.
Costs which be found to his liking for his
favarite projects, Bluff, New Moah, and Deso-
lation, were taken from a report compiled in
1940, but for an Echo Park and Split Moun-
tain comparison, he went to a 1949 report.
Although both were plainly dated, the tran-
sition from a prewar to & postwar economy,
where construction costs were more than
doubled, was neglected in his figures.

Too little is known about these common=-
ly and, it seems, hastily chosen substitutes:

Bluff: A small project of relatively short
life, unless protected by upstream reservoirs,
on the silt-laden San Juan.

New Moab: The joker of the trio, fnun-
dating, as it does, portions of the Arches
National Monument. The waters of a reser=
voir of the size contemplated by General
Grant would sever a large portion of the
monument, including the famous Delicate
Arch. If restricted in size to prevent monu-
ment enrocachment, both storage capacity and
power generation become negligible.

Desolation: Here a reservoir of 7 million
acre-feet capacity, but little more than that
required in combination with the foregoing
as substitutes for Echo Park and Split Moun-
tain, would have a surface area of 115,000
acres, or about 3 times that of the Echo
Park Reservoir. When other disadvantages
of the Desolation site—higher temperature,
lower humidity, and more wind—are con-
sidered, it becomes obvious that Reclama-
tion’s concern over evaporation loss is not
idle conjecture.

To placate those who recognize the validity
of reservolr evaporation comparisons, still
another phase of the chameleonic attack is
resorted to. It is claimed, in direct contra-
diction of the Bureau of Reclamation's rec-
ords of river flow, that there is ample water
available for upstream needs. Unexpected
exposures of this fallacy, and substantiation
of the Bureau's data came with the disclo-
sure, during the Mexican Treaty deliberations
of 1945, of the Hoover Dam document.

To all appearances the Bureau of Recla-
mation confldently expects full vindication
of its methodical procedures and conclusions;
but not being permitted to publicize its case,
can only awalt congressional hearings. The
opposition has received relatively profuse
publicity and, paradoxically, little scrutiny
of its discomfitures and nebulous counter-
proposals; and, it seems, may need even more
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generous treatment in each subsequent en-
counter with reality.
AFFIDAVIT
BTATE oF UTAH,
County of Utah, ss:

David H. Madsen, being first duly sworn
on oath, deposes and says: That he is over
the age of 21 years and a citizen of the
United States, and a resident of Utah Coun-
ty, Utah. That at the time the area of the
Dinosaur National Monument was expanded
to include the Canyon Unit I was employed
by the National Park Service under the title
of “Supervisor of Wildlife Resources for the
National Parks."” Among my other duties I
was acting superintendent of the Dinosaur
National Monument and in that capacity was
ordered by the National Park Service to ar-
range for hearings at Vernal, Utah, and
Cralg, Colo., for the purpose of securing the
approval of the citizens of that area for the
expansion of the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment to include the Canyon Unit. Meet-
ings were accordingly held at Vernal, Utah,
June 11, 1936, and Craig, Colo., June 13, 1936.
A large representation of the citizens of the
area were present at these two meetings.

Among other questions which arose was
the question of grazing and the question of
power and/or irrigation development which
might be deemed essential to the proper de-
velopment of the area at some future time.
I was authorized to state and did state, as a
representative of the National Park Service,
that grazing on the area would not be dis-
continued and that in the event it became
necessary to consiruct a project or projects
for power and irrigation in order to develop
that part of the States of Utah and Colo-
rado, that the establishment of the monu-
ment would not interfere with such de-
velopment.

The first part of this agreement with ref-
erence to grazing has been carried out, and
the residents of the area involved are enti-
tled to the same consideration with refer-
ence to the development of power and irri-
gation at the Echo Park and Split Mountain
Dam sites, and any other development that
may not unduly interfere for the purpose
of the establishment of the monument and
which is necessary for the proper develop-

ment of the area,
Davip H. MapseN.
Bubscribed and sworn to before me this
27th day of March A. D. 1950.
EarrL H. BENNETT.
Notary Public, residing at American
Fork, Utah.
My commission expires December 25, 1950.

Mr. WATKINS. Suffice it to say, Mr.
President, that the upper Colorado River
Basin States have thousands of miles of
rugged canyons, wilderness areas, and
colorful scenery, as well as a large num-
ber of national parks and monuments
creafed to preserve that scenery. And
from personal visits to the area, dating
from my early youth, I can back up Mr.
Untermann’s statement that most of
the colorful scenery in the Echo Park
area will be unimpaired by this reclama-
tion development. In fact, the reservoir
development will make that scenie area
available to thousands of recreationists
for every one who can enjoy it today.

This feature of the Echo Dam con-
troversy has been largely overlooked by
one of the District of Columbia news-
papers, which is now giving a large
amount of fronft-page space to a pro-
posal which makes its antagonism to
Echo Park Dam appear very inconsis-
tent. The Washington Post and Times-
Herald is backing a proposal to build a
highway along the bed of the old Chesa-




195}

peake and Ohio Canal from Cumber-
land, Md., to Washington. The news-
paper argues that the proposed highway
will make a wooded wilderness area more
accessible to people who do not accept
the challenge to hike or ride horseback
to it under present conditions. Its man-
agement has even authorized its two
chief editorial page writers to make a
7-day hike through the area to deter-
mine if their position is justified.

This same newspaper, which has been
regaling us all with lengthy accounts
and many pictures of this hike along the
canal, could not find space on its front
pages for the President’s historical state-
ment on the upper Colorado River proj-
ect. It can find space to editorialize
against Echo Park and to carry extensive
reporits on the testimony of known op-
ponents to it, but it has no space to report
adequately & major favorable develop-
ment.

Another large newspaper, which boasts
that it prints “all the news that’s fit to
print,” did carry an article on this sub-
ject, but it was quite effectively buried
on page 90 of a large Sunday edition.
By the way, Mr. President, that article
was in regard to the President's state-
ment on Saturday on a national water
policy of great scope.

I also feel obligated to point out that,
true to its established practice of op-
posing western reclamation projects,
through editorials and its handling of
news developments, the New York Times
was careful to scout around for adverse
comments from Echo Park antagonists,
to balance the President's favorable
statement.

One spokesman of so-called conserva-
tionists quoted by the Times article
charged that the President’s decision was
“political, looking toward this year’s
elections and appeasement of political
forces in Utah and Colorado.” Such a
statement, even if carried in a newspaper
with the reputation of the Times, is too
ridiculous to merit comment.

Since the New York Times goes so far
out of its way to dredge up hostile com-
ment in an effort to water down a his-
torical statement by the President, I also
feel obligated to point out that on March
8, 1954, the same newspaper gave promi-
nence to a lengthy article which branded
as “hitherto unpublished” a report by the
United States Corps of Engineers which
I had included in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of April 4, 1952, That was a
great discovery on the part of the New
York Times. The lengthy article was
headed “United States Report Scores
Colorado Projeet,” and it purported to
show that someone was trying to sup-
press a report which actually had been
given wide circulation through the Con-
GRESSIONAL ReEecorp. The fact that the
New York Times would give the article
such prominence without making even a
cursory check of the facts is surprising
to me, but it indicates why the Times
would bury in its back pages a statement
by the President on a project of vital
concern to all the Western States,

Mr. President, I have referred to the
failure of the newspapers in the East
properly to present the case for the
upper Colorado storage and participat-
ing projects, and particularly the case in
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reference to Echo Park, for the reason
that in the past the people of the West
have been neglected by the press of this
area. I do not wish to be too critical of
the editorial policies of the eastern
newspapers. Certainly they have a
right to editorialize all they please.

On the other hand, when one of them
has, as a slogan, “All the news that’s fit
to print,” certainly it should carry what
really is the news. What I have to say
may not be news; but when the Presi-
dent of the United States announces a
great policy, as he did on Saturday, with
reference to this particular program, it
should be fit to print, and should be
given treatment on the first page.

EQUALITY FOR AGRICULTURE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, in
order to keep my farm constituents fully
informed regarding my program for ag-
riculture, I have previously had pub-
lished in the REcorp a summary of pro-
posed legislation which I have either
sponsored or cosponsored on behalf of
agriculture during the present session
of Congress. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent to have four additional
bills listed as additions to that sum-
mary.

There being no objection, the addi-
tions to the summary were ordered to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

LIMITING DAIRY SUPPORT SLASH (S. 2962)

Providing that price supports for dairy
products shall not be reduced by more than
5 percent in any one year.

SURPLUS FOOD CERTIFICATE ACT OF 1954 (8. 3092)

To provide supplementary benefits for re-
ciplents of public assistance under Soclal
Security Act programs through the issuance
to such recipients of certificates with a value
of $10 per month to be used in the acquisi-
tion of surplus agricultural food products.
STOPGAP CURB ON DAIRY PRICE CUT (AMEND-

MENT TO WOOL BILL, 8. 2911)

To provide that dairy support levels shall
not be less than support levels of other basic
commodities, such as feed grains the dairy-
man must buy, and in no event lowered more
than 5 percent in any one year.

EXTENSION OF PRESENT SUPPORT LEVELS
(AMENDMENT TO WOOL BILL, §. 2911)

Providing for extension for the next 2 years
of existing levels of price supports on basic
commodities.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, ever
since Secretary Benson announced, last
February 15, he intended to reduce dairy
support prices to the lowest permissible
level, I have raised my voice in protest
on this floor, in order to convey to the
Senate the overwhelming opposition of
Minnesota’s thousands of dairy farmers.

In the course of my previous remarks
I have endeavored to make clear what
this blow would mean to the economy of
my State, and to the economy of our
Nation. I have endeavored to convey the
still growing belief that it is too drastic
a blow for our economy to stand at this
time, and too unjust and unfair a blow
against the dairy industry.

I have not just criticized; I have of-
fered constructive alternatives. I have
urged the Senate’s Agricultural Commit-
tee to assert its leadership responsibility
in taking emergency steps to prevent this
slash from going info effect until fur-
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ther decisions can be reached on farm
legislation generally. I have welcomed
the introduction of proposed legislation
which would serve that purpose; and not
only have I joined as co-sponsor, with
my Minnesota colleague, of Senate bill
2962, but I also have actively recruited
other cosponsors for that measure, which
now is before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

I have previously taken the floor to
warn of the time deadlines approach-
ing, and to urge that the measure be re-
ported immediately, for action.

When the likelihood of such a course
appeared dim, I offered the provisions of
Senate bill 2962 as an amendment to the
wool bill, then scheduled for action by
this body, with the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey] joining me
as cosponsor, in the hope of bringing
about a decision by the Senate before
April 1.

It is with deep regret that I now note
the apparent tendency of the majority
leadership to avert such a showdown by
deferring action on the wool bill.

I have endeavored to make it quite
clear, Mr. President, that the dairy in-
dustry has conscientiously sought to do
its part in meeting Secretary Benson’s
request for alternative proposals, and
for sound disposal plans for the current
temporary oversupply of some dairy
products. I have cited the efforts the
dairy industry has made and is still mak-
ing in its own behalf, through a con=-
certed advertising campaign, to stim-
ulate consumption.

I have sought to show by Secretary
Benson’s own words, in press releases is=
sued by his Department, that higher
price supports are not alone responsible
for surplus dairy production; that 4
years of price support at 90 percent of
parity did not throw production out of
balance with demand; that the excess
dairy production is only a temporary
situation resulting from an unusual set
of circumstances beyond the farmer's
control; and that if our full dietary needs
were met, there would not be a surplus
of milk and dairy products.

Mr. President, I have called upon Sec-
retary Benson to reconsider, in the face
of the mounting evidence that his pro-
posed action will disrupt America’s dairy
industry.

In view of repeated statements by his
aides that Secretary Benson was required
by existing law to make such a restrice
tion—a position in which I do not con-
cur—1I have asked him, if that argument
is more than just an alibi, to support our
efforts to change that law by enactment
of Senate bill 2962.

Mr. President, I regret the necessity
for continuing my strong protest against
letting this dairy slash go into effect.
Yet I shall continue to protest up to the
day or the hour it goes into effect. It is
not too late for the administration to
reconsider, and to protect our dairy in-
dustry from this blow. But the time is
fast slipping away.

If this administrative action goes into
effect, the responsibility will rest upon
this administration, not only for order-
ing it but for blocking sincere attempts
to let the decision be made by the Con-
gress itself.
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Mr. President, I warn of the reaction
among dairy farmers.

I have just returned from a visit to
Minnesota over the weekend, during
which I talked with hundreds of farmers
and many responsible leaders in all seg-
ments of the dairy industry. They are
deeply concerned and, to say the least,
very unhappy.

Mr. President, let me point out that
one of the meetings I visited was that
of the Land O' Lakes Creamery Coop-
erative Association, which is one of the
largest in the Nation.

April 1 will be a dark day, indeed, for
America’s dairy farmers.

The lower prices for processed dairy
products ordered into effect that day
by Secretary Benson will wipe out from
$600 million to a billion dollars in dairy
farm income and assets, according to
estimates of the National Milk Producers
Federation. For Minnesota alone, the
loss is conservatively estimated at
$2,500,000 a month. That is too drastic
a blow to toss at any industry. It is
more than our important dairy industry
can stand.

At a time when our economy already
is slipping, it is a foolish mistake to
deliberately create new downward pres-
sures on America's economy by wiping
out millions of dollars in farm purchas-
ing power.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have two clippings—one from
the Minneapolis Tribune and the other
from the Minneapolis Star—printed at
this point in the REcorp, as part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Minneapolis Tribune]
Farm INCOME DroPS, CITY INCOME RISES

‘WasHINGTON.—The Nation's farmers
earned 9 percent less money last year while
city dwellers' incomes jumped 6 percent, the
Agriculture Department reported Thursday.
It blamed sagging farm prices for the re-
duction.

The Department reported met farm in-
come for 1958 at $20,466,000,000. It put non-
farm, or urban income at $259,099,000,000.
Farme income last year was at the lowest
level since 1940, when farmers took in $19.-
900,000,000. They received $22,458,000,000 in
1952. City dwellers earned $243,468,000,000
in 1952,

Average Income of persons living on farms
in 1953 was $822—a 3 percent drop from 1952,
Average income for city dwellers was $1,808—
an increase of 3 percent. The average in-
come for all Americans was §1,751,

[From the Minneapolis Star]

Emcunr HunprEp AND EIGHTY-Two DOLLARS
AVERAGE Farm INCOME IN 1953—TUNITED
?;'g;zs REPORTS $23 Dir From TAEE IN
WasuIiNGTON.—The Agriculture Depart-

ment reported today that the income of the

farm population last year averaged $882 for
each person compared with an average of
$1,898 for the nonfarm population.

These figures were said to represent a de-
crease of $23 from 1852 for the farm popu-
lation and an increase of $56 for the non-
farm population. The record average for
the farm population—$986—was sald to have
been reached in 1951,

Last year's 1,898 average was reported to
be the highest on record for the nonfarm
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population. The decline in the farm income
reflected lower farm product prices.

The fotal Income of the farm population
from all sources was reported at $20,466,-
000,000 last year, compared with $22,458,000,=
000 in 1952 and with the record of $23,-
700,000,000 In 1951,

The total income of the nonfarm popula-
tion was reported at a record $259,089,000,000
last year.

The reduction In the farm population in-
come last year was about 8.8 percent on an
overall basis, but only about 3 percent on
an individual average basis. The number of
persons living on farms last year was smaller
than the year befare.

Included in the income figures for the
farm population was the value of farm prod-
ucts used in the family home, the rental
value of farm dwellings and returns from
nonfarm sources, such as outside invest-
ments, wages for nonfarm work, and the
like.

The Deparfment said farm operators, as
distinguished from farm laborers and other
nonfarm operators included in the farm pop-
ulation, realized a net income of $12,802,.-
000,000 from farming operations last year,
compared with $14,153,000,000 in 1952 and
with a record high of $15,644,000,000 in 1951.

Farm production expenses were reported
at $22,218,000,000 last year, compared with
$23,027,000,000 In 1952 and with $23,448,000,~
000 in 1951.

The Department sald the inventory value
of crops and livestock held on farms declined
$675 million last year, compared with an
Inerease in value of $654 million in 1952.

The average net income for the Nation's
farms was put at $2,212 last year, compared
with $2,557 in 1952 and with a record §2,884
in 1948.

Farmers' cash receipts from marketings
last year were estimated at #31 billion, 4
percent less than in 1952, which was the
record high. The total volume of market-
ings of erops and livestock products was up
4 percent, but farm prices averaged 8 percent
lower.

Net income figures by States had not yet
been determined. But the Department re-
ported the following State breakdown on
cash receipts from farm marketings for 1953
as a percentage of 1952:

Wisconsin, 92 percent of 1952; Minnesota,
99; North Dakota, 100; and South Dakota, 98.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, ap=-
propriately enough, Secretary Benson
has chosen April Fools’ Day fto invoke
this blow. But he is not fooling many
farmers about what it means—the fore-
runner of lower prices for all farm prod-
ucts, unless his action is checked by the
Congress.

April 1 is a Thursday. I might sug-
gest that America’s dairymen designate
it “Black Thursday” and make it a day
of economic mourning. Perhaps they
can demonstrate their protest by hang-
ing black crepe paper on their doors,
their gateposts, and their mailboxes, or
by draping it on their milk cans going to
the creamery.

Black Thursday should be made the
rallying day for farmers to speak out in
any way they can against the economic
threat confronting them.

Consumers should not be fooled, either.
It is going to hurt, rather than help, all
of them in the long run. Everyone suf-
f}:rs if we touch off a farm-led depres-
sion.

Consumers have been deliberately mis-
led into believing price supports are re-
sponsible for what they have been led
to believe are high food prices. It sim-
ply is not true, and spokesmen for Secre-
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tary Benson's own Department conceded
it was not true, as far as dairy prices
were concerned, during a talk last week
before the Land O’ Lakes Creamery As-
sociation, in Minnesota.

It is time that more facts and less fie-
tion were brought forth, to shed light on
the dairy situation.

Mr. President, I have here some inter-
esting figures which have been supplied
me by Mr. Charles Ommodt, general
manager of the Cass-Clay Cooperative
Creamery Association, at Moerhead,
Minn. I understand the same figures
have been supplied to our Agriculture
Committee. They are figures on the
cost of butter production in Minnesota.

They prove beyond much doubt my
point that dairy products cannot be pro-
duced and sold below 90 percent of par-
ity and still bring a fair return to dairy-
men. Even at 90 percent of parity, with
herds producing an average of 345
pounds of fat per year, the farmer re-
ceives only 45.3 cents an hour for his
labor. Does Secretary Benson contend
that 45 cents an hour is too high pay for
dairy farmers?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have appear at this point in my
remarks, in the body of the REcorp, the
statement from Mr. Ommodt entitled “Is
Butter Too High,” showing production-
cost figures arrived at in a conference
with producer members of cow-testing
associations, agricultural extension per-
sonnel, and dairy specialists.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Is BuTrtEr Too HicH?

Production and feed-cost figures from the
Minnesota Dairy Herd Improvement Asso-
ciation annual summary of 1952;

Herds reported 2,503
Cows reported 47,854
Average number of cows per herd___. 19.12
Average pounds of butterfat per cow. 354
Average feed cost per pound butter-

fat cents.. 36.4

The followIng productlon cost figures were
arrived at in a conference with producer
members of cow testing associations, agri-
cultural extension personnel and dairy spe-
elalists:

Income and expense statistics:

20 cows averaging 354 pounds

fat pounds

7,080

Value at 72 cents per pound fat_ §5, 097. 60
Value of skim milk. o ... -— 1,274.40

6,372. 00

Total
Less:
Feed cost at 36.4 cents per pound
fat 2,577.12
Operating expense:
Hauling 807, 12
Depreciation_ . oo 500. 00
Interest at 5 percent__..__._. 825. 00
Veterinarian oo e 175. 00
Testing 1€0. 00
P. P. tax 40. 00
BErectrielty o e e 150. 00
Gas and oil 50. 00
Total, operating expenses.. 2,707.12
5, 2’84;
1,087.76

Labor, 120 hours per cow, 2,400 hours; aver=-
age 45.3 cents per hour.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 400
dairy-farmer families belonging to the
Glencoe Butter & Produce Association
met recently at Glencoe, Minn., to dis-
cuss this situation. I ask consent to
have published in the body of the REcorp
at this point a letter from John F.
Albrecht, president of that association,
and the accompanying resolutions
adopted at that meeting in opposition to
the drastic slash in dairy price supports.
You can understand their concern when
you know that over 50 percent of the
income in McLeod comes from dairying.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter and resolution printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

GLENCOE BUTTER & PRODUCE
ASSOCIATION,
Glencoe, Minn., March 15, 1954,
The Honorable HuBerT HUMPHREY,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: The members of the Glencoe
Butter & Produce Assoclation passed the
enclosed two resoclutions unanimously at
their recent annual meeting. They asked me
to see that you recelved them.,

Our membership of 600 families of which
over 400 attended the annual meeting, feel
very disappointed in the attitude being taken
by the Department of Agriculture regarding
dairy supports and the brucellosis indemnity

ram,

The resolutions are self-explanatory.

Very truly yours,
JoHN F. ALBRECHT,
President.

—

As over 50 percent of the income in McLeod
County comes from the dairy industry, a
drop of 15 percent to 756 percent of parity on
dairy products will cause a tremendous hard-
ship to dairy farmers and to this community.
We, the members of the Glencoe Butter &
Produce Association, urge the passage of the
bill sponsored by Senators TyHE and Hom-
PHREY, and others, urging dairy supports be
changed gradually with not more than a
b-percent drop a year.

We further recommend that a change be
made in the method of supporting dairy
prices. We feel the consumer should be en-
titled to receive the best quality dairy prod-
ucts directly from the dairy plant and not
have the Government store only the top
quality product, as with butter where only
92 score and better butter is scored. We
further believe that the dalry producer of a
top-quallty product is entitled to 90 percent
of parity as well as the producers of other
basic commodities. We resolve that a direct
type of payment be worked out to pay pro-
ducing plants an incentive payment for the
production of a quality product with this
pro rated to the farmer ucer. For ex-
ample, butter should be supported at 00 per=
cent of parity on 92 score butter. Ninety-
three score, 1 cent above; 90 and 91 score, 2
to 3 cents below 90 percent of parity, with
no support on a product scoring below 90.

‘We, as members of the Glencoe Butter &
Produce Association, feel that livestock and
human health is of great importance not
only to livestock producers but to the whole
Nation. We resolve that the budget for the
indemnity program for Bangs and TB be re-
instated in the budget of the United States
Department of Agriculture,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
even those holding honest differences of
opinion in Minnesota over flexibility in
price supports protest this dairy slash as
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too great, too drastic. I have here a let-
ter from Mr. George Bruch, secretary of
the Goodhue County Farm Bureau, set-
ting forth the action taken against the
dairy slash to 75 percent of parity at a
meeting of its township directors and
dairy farmers—a meeting held, incident-
ally, in the midst of a heavy snowstorm
that failed to keep these good people
away. I ask consent to have the letter
and resolution it contains appear at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorp, as follows:

GOODHUE COUNTY
FarMm BUREAU ASSOCIATION,
Red Wing, Minn., March 16, 1954.
Hon. Senator HuseRT H. HUMPHREY,
Washington, D. C.

DeEAR Sm: Last Friday, March 12, our
county farm bureau held an open meeting
from the farm bureau township directors
and dalry farmers from the various town-
ships to obtain an expression regarding the
present developments in the national dairy
picture.

In spite of the heavy snowstorm (only
one in this territory this winter) there was
& good representation of dairy leadership at
the meeting and we felt you would be in-
terested in knowing the sentiment shown
by this group of about 40 dalrymen.

The group participated in lively discussion
of current dairy issues and farm program
principles. And while they did not back
away from our previously announced stand
favoring a degree of flexibility in our price-
support program, the group did feel that the
announced April 1 cut in dairy price sup-
ports from 90 to 75 percent of parity is
rather severe. They also recognized that the
accumulating dairy surpluses and the pres-
ent provisions of the law gave the Secretary
little choice except to lower supports.
However, Congress could greatly relieve the
present distressed situation by enacting
stopgap measures while the new farm bill,
with long-term objectives, is being developed.
With this in mind, the group unanimously
adopted the following resolution:

*“We endorse the Thye-Humphrey-Andre-
sen proposed legislation to continue the 80
percent support for dairy products as long
as the 6 basic commodities receive 90 per=-
cent support, and that future cuts in sup-
port level be not more than 5 percent in
any one year, and we further endorse the
proposal of the Minnesota Creamery Asso-
ciation to dispose of surplus dairy stock
through the gso-called roll back or wash
sale plan whereby CCC held dairy prod-
ucts would be offered to consumers through
regular trade channels at open market prices
and the difference made up in payments to
the dairy plans, who in turn would pass
these on to producers as additlons to their
original price.”

‘We submit this as an expression of a limit-
ed group of our county dairy farmers for
your consideration,

Respectfully yours,
GEORGE BURCH,
Secretary.

Mr. HUMPHREY. While I have been
carrying on this fight primarily for the
economically important dairy industry
of Minnesota, I find the same strong
feeling exists in dairymen all over the
country that they are being discrimi-
nated against. My mail includes appeals
from all over the country urging me to
keep up my efforts against this drastic
slash. I ask consent to have appear in
the body of the REecorp at this point
resolutions on the dairy question adopted
at a dairy conference held at Orland,
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Calif., under auspices of the California
f‘eaérm Research and Legislative Commit-

‘i‘here being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp as follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY MoORE THAN 50
FARMERS ATTENDING THE REGIONAL MEETING
CaALLED BY THE CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH
AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE FEBRUARY 28,
1954, ORLAND GRANGE HALL, ORLAND, CALIF.
Following reports on the Eisenhower-

Benson flexible price-support program by

George Snyder, Orland, and Lynn Raymond,

Corning, with special reference to the effect

on dairymen of the proposed 15-percent cut

in dairy-price supports by the USDA April

1, the following resolution was adopted after

Tull discussion with one abstaining vote:
“During the period October 1852-October

1953, the price pald California producers for

grade B milk fell from $4.70 per hundred-

weight to $3.81 per hundredweight, or 19.3

percent. In December 1953, grade B dairy-

men sustailned an additional 29 cents per
hundredwelght cut.

“During the period October 1952-October
1953, the price paid grade A producers fell
from $5.72 per hundredwelight to $5.25, or 8.2
percent. Another drop of 1 cent a quart or
from 46 cents to 48 cents per hundredweight
went into effect January 16, 1954.

“Many dairymen are forced to sell below
their cost of production.

“The price of milk cows has dropped an
average of $125 a head in the past year, rep-
resenting an inventory loss of over $100
million on California’s 800,000 dairy cows.

“In the face of these facts, Becretary of
Agriculture Ezra Benson has announced that
he will drop support prices on dairy products
(butter, cheese, and nonfat-milk powder)
from 90 percent to 75 percent parity on April
1. This would reflect a further loss of 16
percent per hundredweight of milk and 16.7
percent per hundredwelght of butter to our
dairymen. If this parity drop is allowed to
go through a considerable number of Cali-
fornia’s 25,000 dairies will be forced out of
business.

“Dairymen do not have to be bankrupted to
dispose of our current milk production and
the accumulation of dairy products which
this administration has allowed to pile up in
Government storage.

“If per capita consumption of fluid milk
were restored to the 1945 level, consumption
would increase 12 percent and there would
not be enough milk to meet demand.

“With our rapidly growing population we
should be planning to maintain and In-
crease our milk reserve, making it available
to low-income families, the aged, the chil-
dren in our schools, and hungry people
abroad: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That we take the following
action:

“1, Urge immediate passage of S. 2062
(TaYE, Republican, of Minnesota), which
would make price supports for dairy prod-
ucts mandatory at a level no lower than
rigid supports for basic commodities and
wotuld prohibit a drop greater than 5 percent
in any one year.

“2. Bupport passage of S. 1159 (HUMPHREY,
Democrat, of Minnesota) and H. R. 7267
(JomnsoN, Democrat, of Wisconsin), which
would require 90 to 100 percent parity price
supports or production payments where ad-
visable for the following commodities: Dairy
products, hogs, eggs, poultry, beef cattle,
lambs, soybeans, barley, oats.

“3. Restore the $47 million cut from Com=
modity Credit Corporation funds for main-
taining the price-support program. (This
is the cut recommended in the President’s
budget.)

“4, Commend the Joint Congressional
Committee on the Economic Report (Repre=-
sentative Jesse P. Worcorr, Republican, of
Michigan, chairman, and Senator RarPH E.
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Franpers, Republican, of Vermont, vice
chairman) for recommending postponement
of the Eisenhower-Benson flexible price-
support program and the modernized parity
formula, because putting it into effect, ac-
cording to the report, “may actually place
the farm family in a worse position.”

“5. Authorize the California Farm Re-
gearch and Legislative Committee to make
coples of this resolution available to the Cal-
ifornia representatives in the Senate and
House of Representatives, to Senators Ed J.
Thye, Ralph E. Flanders, and Hubert Hum-
phrey, and to Representatives Lester John-
son and Jesse Wolcott; to President Dwight
Eisenhower and Secretary of Agriculture
Ezra Benson; to the farm organizations and
to the press.”

M. CLAIRE FORBES,
Regional Viee Chairman, California
Farm Research and Legislative
Commitiee, Presiding Officer.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, one
of the most respected and recognized
leaders of the dairy industry in Cali-
fornia is John S. Watson, of Petaluma,
former head of the California State
Chamber of Commerce and member of
the agricultural committee of the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. Watson is among those vigor-
ously raising his voice against this dairy
slash out in California.

In a recent address he warned that
for every dairyman forced out of busi-
ness, if Secretary of Agriculture Benson
gets his way, four workers dependent on
milk production will lose their jobs.

Let me quote briefly from Mr, Watson:

We've gone through 2 depressions since
1920 and seen 1 out of T people on relief,
We'd be fools to let it happen again.

April Fool's Day, it appears, may prove
he is right.

Mr. Watson pointed out what almost
anybody in the dairy industry could tell
you if he told the truth—that the Gov-
ernment’s current butter surplus is proc-
essor made. He explains that the un-
certainties created by this administra-
tion's policies resulted in processor in-
ventories being switched from private to
Government shelves. That is where the
inventories are today.

I understand the Western Dairymen’s
Association’s 3,000 members are circulat-
ing petitions asking immediate passage
of 8. 2962. I call this growing concern
in California to the attention of our ma-
jority leader and urge that he speak out
in behalf of the great dairy industry in
his State, instead of sidetracking a
chance for this body to vote on con-
tinuing effective price supports for dairy
products after April 1.

Mr. President, overemphasis has been
placed upon our dcwiry surplus. Con-
sumers should think about the warning
voiced by Mike Norton of the National
Milk Producers Federation at the annual
meeting of the Land O’ Lakes Creamery
Association. If we did not always have
some degree of surplus, he warned, we
would be forced to have rationing, to
assure everyone of getting his fair share
of the supply. Would not consumers
rather have an abundant supply, than to
have milk rationed?

Let me illustrate this dairy supply sit-
uation in another way, to refute the idea
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of a terrible surplus hanging over our
heads.

When we talk about inereasing con-
sumption, some people think we are
just visualizing some imaginary goals
of what we hope might be achieved.

But we do not have to shoot for the
moon. If we were to continue to con-
sume milk at the same rate we have
consumed it in the past, there would be
no surplus today.

We had a great farm forum in Min=-
neapolis last week, to hear the pros and
cons of some of these farm issues dis-
cussed. Among the speakers was Her-
rell DeGraff of the School of Nutrition
at Cornell University, one of the most
eminent authorities in his field. What
did this nutrition expert say?

If America’s growing population had
consumed milk during 1953 at the same
rate per capita as our people did in
1945, there would be no dairy surplus at
all today.

I cite these illustrations, Mr. President,
to show it is not a hopeless situation the
dairy industry faces. It is a challenging
situation, however, and one in which
dairy farmers are entitled to fair and
equitable treatment from their Govern-
ment while they strive to restore better
markets.

On the question of milk consumption,
I ask consent to have published at this
point a constructive editorial from The
Grand Rapids Herald-Review of Grand
Rapids, Minn., of which Larry Rossman
is the fine editor. It is entitled, “A Story
of Two Quarts.”

There being no objection, the edito-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

A StOoRY OF TwWO QUARTS

There are varlous kinds of quarts. One
is of whisky. That quart is in a very fancy
bottle with labels and stamps. It may cost
$5 of which the taxes would be about half.

That quart is not a good one. The fellow
who takes it home and drinks too much of
it at a time may quarrel with his wife, be
mean to his children and insulting to his
friends. If the bottle becomes his ultimate
master he will be picked up in a gutter, out
of a job and headed for skid row.

The other kind of a quart is a quart of
milk. It costs up to about 20 cents. When
father takes milk home mother starts to
make something good for supper. The chil-
dren all have a glass. A famous doctor says
that if the fellow who has cramps in his
legs at night will drink a glass of milk a day
the cramps will go away.

For the cost of one harmful quart of booze
the family can get a quart of good milk for
every day of the month.

Now comes the monkey business.

The fellow who sells the quart of whisky
sells it at fixed price, or practically so, be-
cause cutting prices is not considered ethical
in the booze business. The Government
discourages it.

Now comes Ezra Benson, Secretary of
Agriculture. Mr. Benson is a virtuous man
who would probably not touch a glass of
strong drink. He is, economically, an enemy,
not of booze, but of milk. He puts out an
order that the farmer who has been produc-
ing that quart of milk for about 8 cents
should get only 7 cents for it.

_All of this means one thing. The farmer
says that he is tired of milking. He made
no money at 8 cents. He sells the cow to
the stockyards where she is made into canned
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beef. The man who once milked gets a job
in a tavern. He can do better with a white
apron handing out the suds.

This is not fantastic. It is a simple illus-
tration of the different values which even
good people put upon common things of life.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Wal-
lace’s Farmer and Iowa Homestead has
long been perhaps one of the foremost
farm journals in this country. It agrees
that Secretary Benson is making a mis-
take in lowering supports on dairy prod-
ucts, instead of trying to take a more
constructive course of expanding mar-
kets for all livestock products.

In an editorial entitled “For Better
Prices,” it offers the kind of positive ap-
proach to our farm problems I would
like to see more of in the Department of
Agriculture today. I ask unanimous
consent to have the editorial to which

I refer appear in the body of the record
at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

For BETTER PRICES

Some farmers are writing to their Con-
gressmen and saying, “Don’t pass the Benson
farm bill.” This is pretty good advice as far
as it goes, but it isn't enough.

Congressmen should be voting for a good
farm program as well as against a bad. one,
They would appreciate being told what you
would like them to vote for.

What should that be? On the basis of
what farmers have reported to us through the
Wallace-Homestead poll, we'd pick the fol=
lowing points:

1. Expand the market for livestock prod-
ucts. After all, the Corn Belt gets the big
end of its living from livestock. Iowa farm-
ers get 84 percent of their money from this
source, So farmers would like to have a Fed-
eral food-stamp program to get more meat,
milk, and eggs to folks who need this help.
And a good many farmers want production
payments if necessary to keep dairy products
from dropping still farther,

2. Expand the market for exports. This
means skillful use of giveaway programs, as
well as sales campaigns, It means a special
effort to move wheat.

3. Make production control really work by
taking diverted acres out of production for
market., Use a soil conservation base instead
of the historical base.

Up until now, Secretary Benson has given
little help in expanding livestock markets,
Instead, he is lowering supports on dairy
products and is apparently trying to get
plenty of cheap feed produced in 19564. This
means lower prices of hogs, beef, cattle, and
eggs next year.

On export sales, Benson, needled by the
Farm Bureau, is making an effort. Give
him credit for that.

On production control, Benson is failing.
The present program—according to his own
admission—won't reduce feed grain supplies.

Worst of all, SBecretary Benson has the de-
lusion that by lowering supports he'll get
farmers to cut production. If you lower the
price of corn and raise the price of beans,
you'll - get more beans, that's true. But if
you lower the price of everything, will farm-
ers cut production on everything? They
never have.

See what happens this year with 80-per-
cent supports on soybeans instead of 90 per-
cent and with 75 percent supports on dairy
products instead of 90 percent.

When you write to your Congressman, say,
*“The Corn Belt's business is livestock. We
wam:”a farm program that helps our busi-
ness.
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HUMPHREY. Mr. President,

sgain I warn that time is running out.

Already the effect of this proposed

dairy slash is being felt, even before it
officially goes into effect.

One of my dairyman constituents has
sent me a photostat of a notice to farm-
ers which was posted on the door of a
cream-buying station last week in Min-
nesota. It confirms what I have said all
along, that the butter trade would cer-
tainly be forced to dump all of its stocks
onto the Government as a result of this
order. But it goes even further. It re-
veals that the trade is jumping the gun
on the new lower prices, starting today.
I call attention to the last sentence of
the notice saying:

So they will have butter on hand to sell
at the new price April 1, they will discount
the market 814 cents—probably from March
22 on.

I ask consent that the text of this
notice on New Support Prices be pub-
lished in the body of the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the text was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

NEw SUPPORT PRICE

As you, no doubt, have heard over the
radio and read in the papers, the support
price on butter, effective April 1, will be 75
percent of parity.

What does this mean? It means the but-
ter price will be down 8!5 cents per pound.
To cover this drop on butter, we will have to
reduce our paying price on butterfat 11 cents
per pound

The thing we are most concerned about,
and that which ealls for immediate action, is
to get our paying price down fast enough to
prevent an inventory loss of 81; cents on
butter on hand as of April 1.

We, as well as others in the creamery
business, have no protection or price guar-
anty on butter on hand or butterfat not
churned as of April 1. Therefore, every ef-
fort should be put forth to adjust paying
quotations as well as move products fast. No
buyer, whether it be a broker in Chicago or
New York, or a retail store, will be caught
with an inventory of butter on hand as of
April 1. So they will have butter on hand to
sell at the new price April 1, they will dis-
count the market 81; cents—probably from
March 22 on,

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a result of Mr.
Benson’s order we are going to see the
greatest pile of surplus butter the Gov-
ernment has ever known.

I hope Members of this body who rep-
resent primarily urban populations will
not make the mistake of thinking it is
only the dairy farmers and other farmers
who are deeply concerned about the ad-
verse effects of the Department of Agri-
culture policy. Day after day my mail
brings me letters and petitions from
business groups and businessmen, urging
that supports be maintained at effective
levels to keep our economy from going
into a tailspin.

It is commendable to see such interest
in our rural communities; it is a sign
that Main Street businessmen are aware
of where the money comes from to keep
them in business. I am proud of the way
Minnesota’s business people are rallying
behind our farmers in their fight for bet-
ter equality of opportunity.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent that a letter which I have received
from Mr. Orville Amdahl, of Kerkhoven,
Minn., with regard to agricultural price
supports be included in the body of the
RECORD.

1 also ask that it be noted in the Rec-
orp that a total of 133 businessmen in
Kerkhoven, Raymond, and Benson,
Minn., have gone on record in favor of
a farm price-support program at 90 to
100 percent of parity. Inasmuch as this
resolution has appeared in the RECORD
before, it is not necessary to print their
resolution.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

KERKHOVEN, MINN,, March 6, 1954,
The Honorable Hupert H. HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. HompHREY: Mr, Nelson and I
have just completed contacting all business-
men and their employees in the village of
Kerkhoven. The purpose of this was to find
out just how nonfarmr people feel about
farm prices. The results were very interest-
ing in view of the fact that this is generally
considered a Republican town. Nearly 100
percent are for continued high supports of
all farm products.

I would favor a program of acreage con=-
trols to control surpluses. But I don't see
how we can take acreage controls and re-
duction in parity prices and still keep up
our economy. In other words we must keep
up farm income so that he might buy the
products of labor and thus keep unemploy=
ment at a minimum.

We know you are working for this pro=
gram and we pledge our support to you.

Sincerely,
ORVILLE AMDAHL,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a petition
signed by 16 businessmen from the com-
munity of Maynard, Minn., in support of
99 to 100 percent of parity for all farm
products be included in the body of the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorD. It is not neces-
sary that the names be printed.

There being no objection, the petition
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

The Honorable HuserT H. HUMPHREY,

United States Senate,

Washington, D. C.

DEear S1R: We, the undersigned, ask you In
all sincerity to vote and fight for farm sup-
port prices of no less than 90 percent to 100
percent of parity, figured under the old parity
formula for all farm products.

We are strictly opposed to any sliding scale
and to the use of the new parity formula, as
our place of business will suffer tremendously
if the sliding scale is forced upon the Ameri-
can farmer, We strongly urge that the Sen-
ate and House of the Congress of the United
States will not let Secretary of Agriculture
Benson's 75-percent parity on dairy products
go into effect, but rather reinstate them at
not less than 90 percent.

Clifford Huseby, oil business; Arthur
Jacobsen, oll business; Orien Docken,
television and radio; Harold Huseby,
barber; W. A. Moen, banking; A. R.
Christenmoss, grocery; Christ Olsen,
trucking; Merlin Anderson, cafe; Wm.
A, Brown, Red Owl; E. G. Huin, May=-
nard Creamery; B. G. Shelrud, May-
nard News; C. M. Lowntson, Maynard
blacksmith; L. M. Swaws, theater;
Adolph Olson, Maynard produce; G. J.
Eggen, insurance; F. W. Jensen, ele=
vator manager; all of Maynard, Minn.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that a telegram
which I have received from the Douglas
County delegation to the district Farm-
ers Union meeting, endorsing the Dairy
Products Marketing Act of 1954, be in-
cluded in the body of the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp. I also ask that the names of the
delegates be printed.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Fercus FaLLs, MiNN., March 10, 1954.
Benator HUBERT HUMPHREY,
United States Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.:

‘We, undersigned, delegation from Douglas
County attending the district Farmers Union
meeting tonlght endorsed unanimous the
Dairy Products Marketing Act of 1954.

Orin Foslien, Garfield; Carl J. Newhouse,
Alexandria; Norman Foslein, Garfield;
Rueben Hverda, Alexandria; Oscar
Glocke, Alexandria; Christ H. Ammer,
Alexandria; CUff Floding, Alexandria;
F. W. Foslien, Garfield; Conrad Fos-
lien, Garfield; Fred C. Stahl, Alexan-
dria, Delphin Wesen, Alexandria; Frank
Yakda, Alexandria; Gilman Gilbertson,
Garfield; Howard Platcher, Alexandria;
Henry Jentseen, Parkers Prairie; Oscar
Newhouse, Brandon; Theo Foslien,
Garfield; Julilus Arneson, Garfield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolu-
tion adopted by the Plainview Co-op
Creamery Association on February 13,
in connection with dairy price supports,
be included in the body of the REcorp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

PLAINVIEW CO-0OP CREAMERY
ASSOCIATION,
Plainview, Minn., March 13, 1954.
The Honorable Husert H. HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Smr: For your consideration we are
informing you of a resolution passed at a
board meeting of the Plainview Co-op
Creamery Association on February 13, 1954,

“Whereas the Government has supported
the price of dairy products at 90 percent
parity and allowed it to deteriorate into an
uneatable product: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the board of the Plainview
Co-op Creamery go on record as being in
favor of letting the price seek its supply=
and-demand level; then subsidize the pro-
ducer to the extent necessary to give him an
income equal to 100 percent parity. The
money that has been used in the past to
purchase dairy products that have spoiled
in storage could be used to pay this subsidy.”

We suggest that subsidies be varied in rela-
tion to the quality of the products delivered
by the individual producer.

We thank you for your interest in the
problems of the dairy industry.

Sincerely yours,
LEwis DICKERMAN,
President,
ARTHUR OLIN,
Vice President.
GERALD GREIVE,
Secretary-Treasurer.
HerBERT WEIS,
WILLIAM BAHMAN,
ALFRED J. DRENCEHOLM,
MInLTON SCHWARTZ,
Directors.
GLENN G. Hassk,
Operator-Manager,
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that 2 resolu-
tions which I have received from the
Louisville Farmers Union local, Red Lake
Falls, Minn., favoring mandatory sup-
ports of 100 percent of parity for all farm
commodities, and the development of
more public power, be included in the
body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Rep Lage FaLrs, MiNN., March 8, 1954.
Hon. HuserT HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SENATOR: We submit the follow-
ing resolutions:

YRESOLUTION 1

“The Louisville Local, No. 36, goes on rec-
ord favoring mandatory supports of 100 per-
cent of parity for all farm commodities,
based on the old parity formula.

1, That oats, barley, flax, and rye shall be
included as basics to receive the same con-
sideration for mandatory supports of not
less than 90 percent of parity, based on the
old parity formula.

“2. That perishable commodities shall be
supported on equal basis with nonperish-
able, and that these supports shall be made
directly to the producer in the form of com-
pensatory payments.

“RESOLUTION 2

“We, the Louisville Farmers Union Loeal,
go on record favoring development of more
public power; and are opposed to any legis-
lation which will hinder the present method
of distributing public power to our REA co-
operatives and municipalities.

“We further resolve that under no condi-
tion should the preference clause or with-
drawal clause be altered so that REA coop-
eratives must estimate their power needs in
advance.

“We favor increased loans to REA coop-
eratives for transmission lines to transmit
power from public power projects.

*We are opposed to the awarding of fran-
chise to private power companies for build-
ing small dams such as was awarded to the
Idaho Powér Co. in Hells Canyon, as it does
not develop our natural resources to their
maximum, thereby depriving the people in
those areas of an abundant supply of low-
cost power.”

LouvisviLLe Farmers' UNION
LocaL, REp LAKE COUNTY,

Mrs. Jounw MAIER, Secretary.

LesvIE FLAGE, President.

Mr. HUMPHREY. What is the an-
swer, Mr. President? Will the adminis-
tration give the Senate an opportunity
to vote on this question, or must we
reach Black Thursday and let the dras-
tic blow hit our dairy industry by de-
fault? The responsibility belongs to the
administration, although many of its
stanchest supporters in this body are
just as concerned as I am over the dan-
gers of letting dairy prices fall so dras-
tically on April 1. Once more, I appeal
for reconsideration. Once more, I ap-
peal for the administration to agree
that it would be only fair to avert this
slash in dairy supports, until some de-
cision has been reached on an overall
farm program.

Let me say, as I conclude my remarks,
that our economy is going down at the
rate of an increase in unemployment of
approximately 500,000 a month. Thisis
nothing to laugh off. However, this
kind of cut in the income of dairy pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ducers can only add fuel to the flames
of the recession.

I wish the Secretary of Agriculture
would go to the President, or the Presi-
dent to the Secretary, and that they
would give the Congress a few more
months in which to devise a sensible pro-
gram. Give us an opportunity to pro-
vide equity for our farm people. I say
to the President of the United States
and to his Secretary of Agriculture that
if this dairy support slash is permitted
to go into effect, the economic conse-
quences will indeed be dire, and may well
be disastrous. I wish to go on record in
the Senate at this late hour by saying
that if on April 1 this tragic economic
blow falls on thousands of our dairy
farmers throughout America, the eco-
nomic consequences will be felt in every
bank, every industry, every shop, and
every factory. No one will be to blame
except this administration.

I do not intend to stand idly by and see
the economy of my State liquidated. I
remember that upon one oceasion the
great Prime Minister of Great Britain,
Mr. Churchill, said that he had not be-
come the King's first minister to preside
over the liguidation of the British Em-
pire. Let me say that I did not become
Minnesota’s junior Senator to stand idly
by in the Senate and watch the literal
ligquidation of a great dairy economy.

I speak here today for a State of 3
million people which is going to suffer
economic troubles beyond what anyone
can now foresee. I submit that this is
nothing short of tragic. It is being ac-
complished by an edict, by an adminis-
trative order. It is being done at the
will of the Executive and his Secretary.
I call upon the President, who is a good
man, a considerate man, to reconsider
the action which has been taken by his
Secretary. If the President does not
know it now, his Secretary is an unpopu-
lar man in American farm areas. If the
President does not realize it, let it come
from one who wants to see our farm
economy protected and preserved.

If this kind of policy is pursued Amer-
ican agriculture will be set back for
years—not only agriculture, but every
community and every business.

I appeal to the President as I have
never appealed to any other man in pub-
lic life, to take the action which is neces-
sary to protect us and to give us time
in the Coagress to review the whole
policy and to work with the President
and the Secretary for a constructive and
sensible solution to our difficulties.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I should like to make one observation
for the benefit of my friend from Min-
nesota, without entering into an argu-
ment with him on the subject. I am
confident that the President of the
United States, if I know him, certainly
does not want to liquidate the economy
of any State, but wants to do his utmost
to solve the farm problem, which, as we
all know, is extremely difficult.

t’3.{1-. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator.

RECESS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move thatthe
Senate take a recess until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

March 22

The motion was agreed to; and (at
7 o’clock and 29 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Tues-
day, March 23, 1954, at 12 o'clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 22 (legislative day of
March 1), 1954:

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

Bernhard Gettelman, of Wisconsin, to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 37, with headquarters at Mil-
waukee, Wis.,, to fill an existing vacancy.

In THE Amr Force

The following officers for appointment to
the positions indicated under the provisions
of sections 504 and 515, Officer Personnel Act
of 1947:

Lt. Gen. Laurence Carbee Cralgle, 61A
(major general, Regular Air Force), United
States Air Force, to be commander, Allied Air
Forces, Southern Europe, with rank of lieu-
tenant general and to be lieutenant general
in the United States Air Force.

Lt. Gen. David Myron Schlatter, 62A (major
general, Regular Air Force), United States
Air Force, to be commandant, Armed Forces
Staff College, with rank of lieutenant gen-
eral and to be lieutenant general in the
United States Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Thomas Sarsfleld Power, 481A,
Regular Air Force, to be commander, Air
Research and Development Command, with
rank of lieutenant general and to be Heuten=
ant general in the United States Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Roger Maxwell Ramey, 91A, Reg-
ular Air Force, to be commander, Fifth Air
Force, with rank of lieutenant general and
to be lieutenant general in the United States
Alr Force,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MoxnpAy, MARcH 22, 1954

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Infinite and eternal God, whose di=
vine providence is ever round about us,
inspire our minds and hearts this day
with faith and fortitude, with wisdom
and understanding.

May this moment of prayer be a veri-
table moment of vision when the light of
heaven shall fill our souls and dispel all
fear and foreboding.

Grant that our whole life may be per-
meated and pervaded by a spirit which
seeks to help mankind in its longings
and hopes for freedom and peace.

May we give sympathy and encourage-
ment to the brokenhearted and heavy
laden who, in their sorrows and strug-
gles, are tempted to yield to defeatism
and despair.

‘Wilt Thou bestow peace of mind upon
our wounded colleagues as they daily
fight so bravely to regain health of body
and to Thy name, through Christ Jesus,

our Lord, we shall ascribe all the praise,
Amen,

The Journal of the proeeedings of
Thursday, March 18, 1954, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
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cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and a
joint resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On March 10, 1954:

H. R.711. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ruth
R. Ekholm;

H.R.T49. An act for the rellef of Shue-
Fook Fung;

H.R.788. An act for the rellef of Beryl
Willlams;

H.R. 823. An act for the relief of Abraham
G. Sakin;

H. R.965. An act for the rellef of Michael
Demcheshen;

H.R.1339. An act for the relief of Dr.
Soon Tai Ryang;

H. R. 14856. An act for the rellef of Louls M.
Jacobs;

H.R.1649. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Gisela Walter Sizemore;

H.R.2035. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Michaline Borzecka;

H. R. 2387, An act for the relief of William
M. Smith;

H. R. 2507. An act for the relief of Alfonso
Gatti;

H.R.2622. An act for the relief of Maria
Teresa Ortega Perez;

H. R. 2623. An act for the relief of Jose M.
Thomasa-Sanchez, Adela Duran Cuevas de
Thomasa, and Jose Maria Thomasa Duran;

H.R.2774. An act for the relief of Endre
Szende, Zsuzsanna Szende, Katalin Szende
(a minor), and Maria Szende (a minor);

H. R. 2817. An act for the relief of George
A. Ferris; :

H. R.3236. An act for the relief of Constan-
tin and Lucia (Bercescu) Turcano; and

H. R. 6130. An act to permit a first prefer-
ence for former owners of certain dwellings
being sold under Lanham War Housing Act.

On March 15, 1954:

H.R.687. An act for the rellef of Sister
Walfreda (Anna Nelles), and Sister Amal-
trudis (Gertrude Schneider);

H. R.824. An act for the relief of Demetrl=
ous Eonstantno Papanicolaou;

H.R. 828. An act for the relief of Dr. Vin-
cenzo Guzzo;

H.R. 907. An act for the relief of Wolody-
myr Hirniak;

H.R.946. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Louise Blackstone;

H.R. 1346. An act for the relief of Zia
Edin Taherl and Frances Hakimzadeh
Taheri;

H.R.1358. An act for the rellef of Dr,
Marcelino J. Avecilla and Dr. Teodora A.
Fidelino-Avecilla;

H.R.1688. An act for the relief of Henry

Ty;

H.R. 1795. An act for the rellef of Helena
Shostenko;

H.R. 1883: An act for the relief of Franke=
1lin Jim;

H.R.2326. An act to amend the act of
August 3, 1950, as amended, to continue in
effect the provisions thereof relating to the
authorized personnel strengths of the Armed
Forces;

H.R. 2504. An act for the relief of Sisters
Adelaide Canelas and Maria Isabel Franco;

H.R.3005. An act for the relief of Charles
Sabah;

H.R.3275. An act for the relief of the
Bracey-Welsh Co., Inc.;

H. R.3455. An act for the rellef of Jalal
Rashtian; and

H.R.3749. An act for the rellef of Wolde-
mar Jaskowsky.

On March 16, 1954:

H.R.5773. An act to provide for the re-
fund, under certain conditions, of money
paid as premiums on United States Govern-
ment life Insurance or national service life
insurance which is canceled for fraud; and

H. J. Res. 355. Joint resolution amending
title V of the Agricultural Act of 1940,
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On March 17, 1954:

H.R.1967. An act for the rellef of the
Stebbins Construction Co.;

H.R.2567. An act to amend the act of
July 26, 1947 (61 Stat, 493), relating to the
relief of certain disbursing officers; and

H.R.2984. An act to prohibit reduction of
any rating of total disability or permanent
total disability for compensation, pension,
or insurance purposes which has been In
effect for 20 or more years.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a concurrent reso-
lution of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

8. Con. Res. 70. Concurrent resolution fa-
erng the destgnntlon and observance of
March 7 of each year as Friendship Day.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills and a concurrent resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

S.179. An act for the relief of Insun Lee;

8.214. An act for the relief of Geraldine B.
Mathews;

5. 1548. An act to provide for the exchange
between the United States and the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico of certain lands and
interests in lands in Puerto Rico;

8. 2108. An act for the relief of Lieselotte
Sommer;

8. 2151. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ala
Olejcak (nee Holubowa); and

8. Con. Res. 63. Concurrent resolution re-
questing churches and synagogs to give spe-
cial prayers on Easter Sunday for those
denied freedom to worship behind the Iron
Curtain.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H. R. 3832) entitled “An act for the
relief of Mrs. Orinda Josephine Quigley,”
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. WiLeY, Mr.
BurLEr of Maryland, and Mr. KiLcoRre o
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. ANGELL asked and was granted
permission to address the House today
for 10 minutes, following the legislative
business of the day and any other special
orders heretofore entered.

WHAT IS GOOD FOR THE COUNTRY
IS GOOD FOR GENERAL MOTORS

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, Mr, Speak-
er, in the debate on the floor of the
House on the Internal Revenue Act, on
March 18, last, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Lanaam] was making an
address and at onc point he misquoted
Mr. Wilson, Secretary of Defense, to the
effect that Mr. Wilson said, “What is
good for General Motors is good for the
country.”
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At that time I asked the gentleman to
yield for a correction and he refused to
yield. I am getting a little tired of that
constant misquotation which has been
denied many times and never did occur.
It is a smear type of attack, and I think
it should cease. .

Mr, Wilson's statement was: “What is
good for the country is good for General
Motors.” He did not say: “What is good
for General Motors is good for the coun=-
try.” His correct statement appeared in
the November 13 issue of the U. S. News
& World Report among other places.

I think that sort of misquotation
should cease on the part of my good
friends on the right.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen=
tleman from Missouri has expired.

A SPIRITUAL STAMP FOR
CHRISTMAS

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, the world is
triggered for self-destruction.

Unless, unless we invoke the help of
our Divine Creator to control the hide-
ous power that, once unleashed in all its
fury, could ravage the face of the earth.

At this anxious time in man’s history
we need to pray for His guidance.

We need His redeeming love to save
humanity from the disaster, final and
chliterating, that it may bring upon it-
self.

We must find the lost road to hope and
redemption that begins with Christmas,
the birthday of Christ, and the symbol
of faith to men of all creeds.

We in the United States are inclined
to depend upon our massive material
power to protect us. Yet, we are uneasy.
First, we put together the A-bomb and
feel secure for a while, until the Com-
munists match us. Then we go out ahead
with the H-bomb, but they catch up
with us. Year by year physical power
and nervous tension mount, building to-
ward a worldwide explosion that will
only result in mutual defeat and chaos,
unless we turn to God.

Our Founding Fathers did, but some-
where along the way we transferred our
reverence to material power that fails to
bring us peace or good will.

Deep in our hearts we sense this want.

President Eisenhower began his in-
augural address with a prayer, because
he sensed the limitations of man in deal-
ing with the soul-shaking problems of
our times.

Up and down our land are the signs
of reviving faith, as Americans realize
that it will take more than nuclear
energy to survive.

I believe the time has come for our
Republic to assert its trust in God as
opposed to atheistic communism.

A step in this direction would be the
issuance of a special Christmas stamp
by the United States Post Office Depart-
ment to commemorate this blessed day.
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A crusade for spirituality is as neces-
sary as the crusade for freedom in com-
bating the modern paganism that would
enslave the world.

To mobilize the finest of our own re-
sources, and to bring hope to oppressed
peoples everywhere.

Even behind the Iron Curtain, where
mail from the United States will bear the
stamp of our belief in God, and give
courage to those who ook to us for some-
thing more than material help. That
will appeal to the deepest longings of
their hearts.

I am indebted to the Reverend
Clinton W. Carvell, of the Trinitarian
Congrezational Church in North An-
dover, Mass., for this inspiring idea.

As the Reverend Carvell suggests:

Due to the fact that Phillips Brooks was
the author of the famous Christmas hymn
O Little Town of Bethlehem, it would seem
to me that a stamp with his picture on it,
and possibly a few notes of the music scale
with the first line of the hymn, would be
most fitting and proper.

Gifts and toys have their place in the
celebration of Christmas. But we must
never forget that the coming of the
Christehild lifted humanity from despair
and brought it the grace of redemption,
then and now.

Tens of millions of Americans, irre-
specetive of race or creed, hunger for this
affirmation of our belief in a higher pow-
er. One that will give meaning and di-
rection to our leadership in behalf of
freedom.

A Christmas stamp honoring the
brotherhood of man under the father-
hood of God will bea: testimony to the
eternal truths by which we must set our
course.

It will be a sign of our unity and our
faith for peace on earth, good will to-
ward men.

PARITY FORMULA FOR MILK AND
BUTTERFAT

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, on March 15 I introduced H. R.
8388, to extend support prices on dairy
products at 90 percent of parity after
April 1 for a period of time until the
Congress of the United States can for-
mally adopt a program to cover milk and
butterfat.

It is only 10 days, until April 1, when
Secretary of Agriculture Benson's pro-
gram for lowering dairy supports to 75
percent goes into effect.

I wish to state that I have writien to
all of my colleagues on the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture urging them to
give this matter their immediate atten-
tion. I hope that the committee does
take action, because the economic situa-
tion in the dairy industry has become
critical.

It is my understanding that no other
bill has been introduced to take care of
this pressing problem facing the dairy
industry as of April 1. I wish to state
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that I do not care if my bill or some other
bill—urging the same action—is reported
out by the committee, but something
should be done at once.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 15
minutes today, following any special
orders heretofore entered.

BRIG. GEN. PATRICK J. RYAN

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. Speaker, the
people of Minnesota and the 6th District
are proud of Brig. Gen. Patrick J. Ryan,
who has been nominated by the Presi-
dent to be Army Chief of Chaplains
with the rank of major general.

Monsignor Ryan’s record of distin-
guished service to his church and to his
country make him a worthy candidate
for this high honor. The President is to
be commended on the wisdom of entrust-
ing the spiritual care of our Army to the
able leadership of this soldier-priest.

During World War II, General Ryan
went to morth Africa with the Third
Infantry Division and became Chief
Chaplain of the Fifth Army in 1943. He
served with it in the campaigns in Sicily
and Italy.

As testimony to his untiring devotion
to the men of our Army, he wears the
Legion of Merit and the Bronze Star as
well as the decorations of three grateful
foreign governments.

Pope Pius XII elevated him to the rank
of domestic prelate in 1947 with the rank
of right reverend monsignor.

Commissioned in the Regular Army in
1928, Monsignor Ryan’s military service
is marked by various assignments of
responsibility which have given him wide
experience in the spiritual ministry of
the Armed Forces.

He has served as the direcfor of plans
and training in the Office of the Chief of
Chaplains and has twice served as
Deputy Chief of Chaplains. His previ-
ous service at Walter Reed Hospital and
with our armies in the field in war and
peace have given him a deep insight into
the problems of our soldiers.

General Ryan was born and raised in
Manannah, Minn., and completed his
undergraduate education at St. Thomas
College in St. Paul, Minn. He prepared
for the priesthood at St. Paul Seminary
and later served St. Helena's parish in
Minneapolis before entering the Army.

A man of strong faith and stout cour-
age, General Ryan will continue to give
generously of his talents to strengthen
the religious life of the Army and to give
every man the opportunity to worship
in his own faith and to have the guid-
ance of his ministers. The great obli-
gation of a nation rooted in Christian
tradition to provide for the spiritual care
of its men in arms will be faithfully dis-
charged under his leadership.
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We Minnesotans congratulate both
General Ryan and the Army on this
worthy appointment.

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARSHALL. I yield to the gen=-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I should
like to join with the gentleman in hon-
oring General Ryan, whom I have known
for many years and who I know is very
much loved in and out of the service for
the fine capabilities that he has as Chief
of the Chaplains. I congratulate the
gentleman from Minnesota for having
the honor of representing the district
from which Monsignor Ryan comes.

Mr. MARSHAIL., I thank the gen-
tleman,

THE PANAMA CANAL AND THE
PANAMA RATLROAD

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, in 1950 the Congress had occa-
sion to consider certain basic legislation
relating to the reorganization of the
Panama Canal, the Panama Railroad
Company, and their respective admin-
istrations. I had the honor of serving
as chairman of the subcommittee which
reported that legislation to the House.
The reorganization which our subcom-
mittee recommended was approved in
Public Law 841, 81st Congress.

Much concentrated work and study
were devoted to the deliberations of our
committee. The accounting procedures
to be employed in connection with the
reorganization were thoroughly exam-
ined and were, in some detail, spelled out
in the legislation in a manner designed
to permit conscientious executives of the
reorganized agencies to carry out the
basic philosophy and policy of the legis=
lation which our subcommittee recom=-
mended.

In brief, that philosophy and policy
contemplated the establishment of a
business type of organization for the
operation of commercial enterprises—
including transits—at the canal, a busi-
ness type. of accounting for the canal
funections, proper charges to national de-
fense on an equitable basis, and proper
segregation of each of the various enter-
prises in the Canal Zone. It was con-
templated that the reorganized enter-
prise would be self-supporting, as a
whole, and in each of its component
parts.

A commercial audit was made by a
nationally recognized firm of account-
ants, and for the first time in its history,
the Panama Canal was appraised in the
light of its primary purpose, namely, the
business-like operation of a great trans-
portation facility. The subsequent ac-
counting system, and the application of
the figures so obtained, were now used
to fix the tolls charged to the users of the
canal. All of this was according to the
intent of the Congress when the 1950
act was passed.




1954

It is fair to say that, as a result of
the enactment of that legislation, con-
siderable progress has been made in the
areas which it was designed to cover.
Certain improvements in business-type
practices which have been adopted are
directly attributable to the 1950 legisla-
tion. The reorganized enterprise has not
only paid its own way, but has shown
a considerable annual return to the Gov-
ernment since 1950 over and above all
expenses and the annual interest and
depreciation charges provided in the
legislation.

Certain proposals involved in connec-
tion with the 1955 budget, however, ap-
pear to circumvent the policy of the 1950
act. These include, among other things,
the budget method of allocation of gen-
eral corporate charges—the net cost of
civil government, interest, and general
and administrative expenses—among the
corporate divisions of the Company, pro-
posals for amortization of certain
charges, and a proposal of an establish-
ment of reserves for repairs and improve-
ments of the canal.

In the course of the 1950 legislative
history, these subjects were seriously
considered by our subcommittee. With
respect to allocation of the net cost of
civil government, we provided in that
legislation that substantial weight
should be given to a precise formula.
With respect to amortization, we delib-
erately omitted this item from section
412 (b) of the 1950 bill after careful
consideration. With respect to the es-
tablishment of reserves for repairs and
improvements no such program as is now
being proposed was contemplated in the
legislation.

A basic premise of the 1950 act was
that within its framework sound ac-
counting practices would be conscien=
tiously followed by the canal adminis-
tration and related agencies to make ef-
fective the careful program which the
1950 act laid out. Proposals for depar-
ture from the express or implicit pro-
visions of that act require further legis-
lation, Mr. Speaker, before they can be
properly adopted. Before overturning
our careful work on the subject, those
making such proposals should submit
them to the appropriate legislative com=
mittees so that they may have as thor-
ough and comprehensive consideration
as we gave them in 1950. Certainly, the
Congress is entitled to know who opposes
the act, and why.

Until legislation is so considered and
revised, the mandates of the 1950 act
should be carefully followed by the canal
administration.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. POWELL (at the request of Mr.
McCoRrRMACK) was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 15 minutes on
Wednesday, March 24, following the leg-
jslative program and any special orders
heretofore entered.

UNEMPLOYMENT
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, our Democratic friends have
been telling us a lot about unemploy-
ment, bemoaning the fact that so many
are out of jobs. Of course, we sympa-
thize with them in that respect. We
sympathize far more with the unem-
ployed. But it occurs to me it might
be helpful if our Democratic friends
would join in the enactment of legisla-
tion which would in some degree at least
prevent some of this unemployment.

The press calls attention to the fact
that 100 bakers over in Baltimore are
striking and that as a result 3,000 A. & P.
employees are out of a job. Who really
causes this unemployment we do not
know. How long are we going to go
along with legislation that permits a
man, because he does not want to work
on the terms offered, to prevent 100 or
more times that number from going to
their jobs—jobs which they must have
if they are to make both ends meet?

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts,
one of the ablest, most industrious Mem-
bers of the House.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Have we not more
people employed in the United States to-
day than we have ever had in the history
of our country?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not
know about that, though I think the
gentleman is correct in assuming we
have. Maybe too many people have been
coming into the country too fast, maybe
too many are being born and growing up.
All I know is we have this situation of
unemployment, and because of it up in
the Northeast some of your factories
may go to the South. I hope not.

SEVENTIETH ANNUAL REPORT OF
THE UNITED STATES CIVIL
SERVICE COMMISSION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 261)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read, and, together with accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am transmitting herewith the T70th
Annual Report of the United States Civil
Service Commission. This report covers
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1953.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

Tae WaiTE HOusE, March 22, 1954.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC
WOREKS ACT OF 1954
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I call
up House Resolution 479 and ask for
its immediate consideration.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr.

a call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-

lowing Members failed to answer to their

Mr, Speaker, I move

names;
4 [Roll No. 36]

Albert Hand Osmers
Battle ! 'Harrison, Va. Patman
Becker Hart Patten
Bentley Heller Patterson
Boland Hess Powell
Bonin Hillings Radwan
Boykin Hinshaw Reed, N. Y,
Bramblett Holt Regan
Brown, Ohio Holtzman Richards
Buckley Howell Rivers
Celler Hunter Roberts
Chelf Javits Roon
Chudoff Jensen Roosevelt
Clardy Jones, Ala. Scott
Colmer Judd Shafer
Condon Eearney Shelley
Corbett Kelley, Pa. Short
Cotton Keogh Smith, Eans.
Coudert Kersten, Wis. Steed
Delaney Klein Stringfellow
Dingell Lucas Taylor
Dodd Lyle Thornberry
Dollinger McConnell Tuck
Donovan McCulloch Velde

Dorn, N. Y. Martin, Ia. Weichel
Evins Mason Wharton
Fine Miller, N. Y. Whitten
Fino Morano ‘Willlams, N. J.
Graham Morgan Wilson, Ind.
Granahan Moulder Winstead
Green Neal Withrow
Gwinn O'Konskl

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 333
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
cea;gings under the call were dispensed
with.,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC
WORKS ACT OF 1954

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
8097) to authorize the financing of a pro-
gram of public works construction for the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes,
and all points of order against sald bill are
hereby waived. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con=
tinue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the District of Columbia, the bill shall be
considered as having been read for amend-
ment. No amendment shall be in order to
said bill except amendments offered by di-
rection of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, and sald amendments shall be in
order, any rule of the House to the contrary
notwithstanding. Amendments offered by
direction of the Committee on the District
of Columbia may be offered to any section of
the bill at the conclusion of the general de=-
bate, but sald amendments shall not be sub=
ject to amendment. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
ghall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
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without intervening motion,
motion to recommit.

Nr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes of my time to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Smate] and at this
time I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill makes in order
consideration by the House of H. R. 8097
to authorize the financing of a program
of public works construction for the Dis-
triet of Columbia and for other purposes.
It is a closed rule, waiving points of or-
der against the bhill, but amendments
may be offered by direction of the com-
mittee. One motion to recommit is in
order. Two hours of general debate are
provided by the resolution.

In the District of Columbia it is nec-
essary to finance a public works pro-
gram—water supply, sanitary and sew-
age programs, as well as highway and
bridge problems. In addition the fire,
police, and other departments and pro-
grams must be provided with adequate
funds in order to operate.

This bill will provide those funds and
is in line with the request of the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia.
It is also in line with an expression from
the Federal Bureau of the Budget. I see
no need for extended discussion on the
rule. I hope the resolution passes.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. May I ask the gen-
tleman, Is this setting a precedent, the
granting of a rule on bills for the District
of Columbia? We have a special day set
aside to consider District legislation.
Now, is this a precedent?

Mr. LATHAM. Does the gentleman
mean the closed rule?

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes.

Mr. LATHAM. This is a closed rule,
:rgla;ch is customary with ftax hills like

Mr. McMILLAN. We passed a bill here
in 1949 of considerable importance and
we did not go to the Rules Committee.
We worked on that bill for 3 days and
did not have a rule. Is this setting a
precedent?

Mr. LATHAM. I will leave that to
the gentleman.

Mr, McMILLAN., I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PrIcEl.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak out of order.

Mr. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I am not
going to object, I think as a general prac-
tice it would be better, when we have
matters such as this about which there
is an urgency, that we should proceed to
the consideration of the matter before
us and to its enactment and reserve un-
til that has been accomplished speeches
that may be out of order. I recognize
there are different conditions that pre-
vail from time to time and I am not going
to object, but no one knows what this
out-of-order speech will involve. It
might suggest something fto someone

except one
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else to talk about and once that door is
open we are off.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. I suggest to the
majority leader that he be very careful
about objecting on oeccasions of this
kind, because it has not been the prac-
tice in the past. We have not objected
when similar requests have been made,
when we were in control. Of course, I
recognize what the gentleman has in
mind, and I think the matter can be ad-
justed. But I think one should hesitate
to object too much, because it is a very
sensitive situation.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
think this matter important enough so
that I should like to have a reasonable
number of Members present on the floor
when I make these remarks. I had an-
ticipated making these remarks under a
special order later in the day, but, real-
izing what the situation was and know-
ing that only few Members would be
present at that time to hear these re-
marks, I asked for time at this time,
because I thought this matter important
enough that the membership should hear
them.

‘THE LOSER HAS ALREADY BEEN THE UNITED
STATES ARMY

Recent events have deepened my con-
cern about the national security of the
United States. We must of necessity
place great reliance in these tense days
of international cold war upon our armed
services and particularly the men who
lead our military forces. As every tax-
payer knows, too well, we are spending
huge amounts of our national wealth in
maintaining giant forces in military men
and machines. As investors, all the
American people have a vested interest
in the effectiveness of our military or-
organization.

It seems unnecessary to remind these
investors of the valiant record of our
armed forces, under able leadership, in
recent wars against Nazi and Fascist
dictatorship in World War IT and against
Comamunist totalitarianism in the
Korean war.

Recent events have indicated, how-
ever, that certain forces within the
United States now seem to be making

-headway in doing what Nazi, Fascist, or

Communist forces were unable to do—
the damage to, or destruction of, the
morale and fighting spirit of our Armed
Forces.

Military commanders since the be=
ginning of the unfortunate institution of
warfare have recognized the vital im-
portance of morale among fighting
forces. A military force whose morale
has been shattered becomes an already
half-defeated force. Morale of the
fighting forces is one of the most vital
concerns of the leadership of the Armed
Forces. Undoubtedly it takes capable
and respected leadership in order to pro-
mote a high morale.
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I eall to your attention a report issued
by a special committee of high-ranking
officers of the Armed Forces last Octo-
ber. This committee, composed of ad-
mirals and generals of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps, reported
that, in their own words:

Military service as a career that will at-
tract and hold capable and ambitious per-
sonnel had deterlorated alarmingly in com-
parison with other fields of skilled endeavor.

This committee, under the chairman-
ship of Rear Adm. J. P, Womble, Jr.—
and generally known in the Pentagon as
the Womble committee—made a thor-
ough study of the reasons for “the grow=-
ing lack of confidence among Armed
Forces personnel in military service as
a worfhwhile and respected career.”

A number of reasons were cited for
this growing lack of confidence, but in
light of recent events involving the
Army, the following conclusion of the
committee needs recalling:

There exists an unwholesome amount of
Irresponsible criticism of the implementa-
tion of our national defense policies. The
more vociferous of critics aim their slander=-
ous attacks at our military leaders.

The committee cautions that—

The continued degradation of carrer mili-
tary officers, as a class, can eventually do
frreparable damage to our ability to attract
and retain capable personnel. Able and
conscientious men will not indefinitely con-
tinue in a profession dishonered by public
criticism.

The storm of charges and counter-
charges now raging in Washington over
the United States Army is a national
disgrace. No one can win this fight to
determine who is lying and who is telling
the truth except our enemies abroad.
The loser has already been the United
States Army.

If the Womble committee should re-
survey the problem of military morale
today they would undoubtedly find that
morale had deteriorated even further.
There should be a nonpartisan feeling
of concern with what is happening to
one of our greatest institutions—the
United States Army—in recent months.
Americans have a right to demand that
the proper and responsible leaders of
this country get to work quickly and
clean up the new and greatest mess in
Washington. We face the threat, in
the midst of international tension, of
serious damages to our military institu-
tions from irresponsible forces within
our own country.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is for the con=-
sideration of a rather monumental tax
bill for the District of Columbia, involv-
ing a great many intricate tax problems
in the District.

I rise in response to the suggestion by
the gentleman from South Carolina that
this matter of a closed rule on this type
of bill is unprecedented so far as the
District of Columbia is concerned. It is
not comparable, however, to the bill to
which the gentleman from South Caro-
lina refers, which was a sales-tax bill.
This bill involves almost every subject
of taxation in the District.
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The situation is that public works in
the District have in recent years, owing
to lack of funds and owing to the fact
that the District, unlike any other mu-
nicipality in the United States, cannot
borrow money in the public market as
any other city can, have been forced
to operate strictly on the pay-as-you=
go plan. In recent years, owing to the
large increase in the cost of all public
works, the permanent public works of
the District have deteriorated to such an
extent that the situation has become
alarming. For something like a year the
District Commissioners, who are the
governing body of the District, have been
devising a plan to bring about sufficient
revenue to correct these deficiencies.

A deficiency, for instance, exists in the
water supply of the Capital City. It is
now operating at beyond its capacity.
It is absolutely essential that this defi-
ciency be corrected. Our public institu-
tions for child welfare, for hospital serv=
ices for the indigent, are all desperately
in need of additional capital facilities.
So the Commissioners devised a plan of
public works which substantially is set
forth in this bill.

When the bill got to the House Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia it
was referred to the Subcommittee on
Fiscal Affairs, of which I happen to be a
member. In accordance with the cus-
tom that has prevailed in fiscal affairs
in the District, we had joint sessions with
the Senate subcommittee on the same
subject. Those hearings lasted for
weeks. We put in a great deal of time
on it, and we put in a great deal of study.
In final conclusion of that work, this
committee felt this additional burden of
taxation should be spread over all fields
of taxation and that is what we have
provided. We have no drastic rates in
any field, but we did try to spread this
load as far as we could and as equitably
as we could over the whole taxable popu=-
lation of the District of Columbia.

The reason we have come here with
a closed rule is the same reason that the
Committee on Ways and Means came
here with a closed rule last week. Be-
cause you can take a tax bill covering
many subjects and you can take one little
item in it which seems inconsequential,
but it throws the whole program out of
gear, if it is changed. For that reason,
our committee decided, as well as the
subcommittee and the full committee
with almost complete unanimity, al-
though I think there were a couple of
votes against the bill because of a differ-
ence of opinion relative to some minor
item—we concluded that the best thing
that we could do for the District, and
the best thing we could do for the Con-
gress and the country was to say to you
genfleman and ladies, frankly, that we
have put in a lot of time and thought
and study on this bill, the District Com-
missioners have done the same thing,
the subcommittee of the other body has
done the same thing, and, therefore, we
bring it to you as a package and say to
you, “This is the best we can do. Let
us take it or leave it because if you go
to trying to cut it to pieces, you will find
that some of your very vital public works
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are going necessarily to be eliminated.
We think this is the best we can do. We
think the House, if they try to write it
on the floor would not do better, We
hope you will take it, but if in the wis-
dom of the House it is not considered a
good bill, then vote it down and send it
back to us and we will try again.”

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
as much time as he may require to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Simpson].

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak=-
er, in my 12 years of serving as a mem-
ber of the District of Columbia Com-
mittee, this is the first time for me to
see a request for a closed rule on Dis-
trict legislation. The members of the
committee voted instructions request-
ing the closed rule. The only thought
behind it was because the public works
bill is a tax raising measure.

In my 12 years as a Member of this
body, Mr. Speaker, I have never seen a
tax raising measure be reported to the
House except under a closed rule. This
has been the case regardless of which
political party thought they were in
power.

Chairman O'Hara, of Minnesota; Mr.
TaLLE, of Towa; Mr. ALLEN, of California;
Mr. Gusskr, of California; Mr. SmitH, of
Virginia; Mr. Harris, of Arkansas; and
Mr. Jones, of Missouri, of the Fiscal Af-
fairs Subcommittee, worked long and
hard with the Senate subcommittee in
joint hearings. In my opinion, as chair-
man of the House District Committee,
all of them deserve the appreciation of
the House and those affected living in
the District of Columbia., The public
improvements are needed. They have
been needed for a long time. In fact
the improvements are overdue.

To me it is the duty of the House to
help provide them. To me it is the duty
of this body to provide them adequately.
I mean by adequate, proper and suffi-
cient Federal contribution, If it is not
our duty, then Washington should be
given the so-called home rule.

Article I, section 8, clause 7, of the
Constitution states as follows:

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases
whatsoever, over such district (not exceed-
ing 10 miles square), as may, by cession of
particular States, and the acceptance of
Congress, become the seat of the Government
of the United States, and to exercise like au-
thority over all places purchased by the con=-
sent of the legislature of the Sate in which
the same shall be, for the erection of forts,
magazines, and arsenals, dockyards, and
other needful buildings.

This section of the Constitution which
states “and other needful buildings”
covers exactly what the public works
bill proposes to do.

When the District of Columbia was
set up, the Congress taking jurisdiction
for these square miles, the framers in
Congress did not and could not have
realized what future Congresses and gen-
erations would be confronted with. If
they could have foreseen sewers, schools,
roads with automobiles, and hospitals,
they might have set up the District
in g different manner. They probably
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would not have let the Virginia area be
retroceded to her. If they had known
about traffic, and Washington’s future
need for bridges, they would not have
located the District where it is with the
now impure Potomac flowing by it.

But they did do just that, Mr. Speak-
er. Now all any of us can do is make the
best of it. This is exactly what the joint
committee has done in the public works
bill. No subcommittee member, or
House member, likes taxes any more
than those who will pay them in this
instance. Everyone regrets taxes on
food and other necessities. The rich
and those not so fortunate need sewers,
roads, hospitals, schools, and bridges.

Let us help them be obtained. I hope
this rule is adopted. I hope the House
passes the public works bill so badly
needed. It has been approached on a
nonpartisan basis. President Eisen-
hower requested in his budget message:

I strongly recommend enactment of legis-
lation to finance the expanded public works
construction urgently needed in the Nation’s
Capital.

All admit the need. The other body
which does not operate on a closed rule
basis can work their will. It should be
done today in order that the Appropria-
tions Committee can meet their respon-
sibility for this coming fiscal year.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot but remind any
Member, who sponsors any revenue
change in the resolution, that such
change must be made up in additional
taxes or a greater Federal contribution.

Mr. Speaker, a good thing to remem-
ber, and a better thing to do, is work
with the construction gang and not the
wrecking crew.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. OHARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H. R. 8097) to
authorize the financing of a program of
public works construction for the Dis=
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 8097, with
Mr. Gross in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr,
Chairman, I yield myself 22 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as has been indicated
by the speakers who have spoken on the
rule, this is a bill which is of tremendous
importance to the Nation’s Capital and
to the District of Columbia. About 2
years ago, the then Commissioners of the
Disftrict and a group of citizens of the
District became concerned over the pub=
lic works of the District of Columbia.
They were concerned over the question
of an adequate water supply and over the
sewerage system, which was badly in
need of replacement. At the present
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time parts of the sewerage system are 99
years old. And also we are confronted
with the problem of the lack of school
facilities, of proper hospital facilities, of
homes for the aged and the children, and
as to the general welfare program of the
District.

The income of the District, which has
increased on the one hand, has been
met by an overwhelming increase in the
matter of expenses, largely salaries of
employees of the District of Columbia
which have been increased; so that those
in charge of the administrative duties
of the District met with various citizens
of the community to formulate a pro-
gram. The Commissioners and citizens
groups have worked for approximately 2
years in working out this program. The
chairman of the District of Columbia
Committee, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Smupson] introduced a bill to meet
the problem of financing the needs of a
public works program. Subsequently,
and on four separate days, and by agree-
ment between the fiscal affairs commit-
tees of the Senate and the House, the
separate committees met and in joint
session considered the problem. Let me
say that at that hearing every citizen
and every group in the District of
Columbia was affiorded an opportunity to
be heard. There was a tremendous
number of witnesses who appeared and
testified; individuals, representatives of
citizens groups, the Commissioners, mem-
bers of the various business and com-
mercial organizations in the city; and, in
addition, many individuals and many
groups filed statements as to their views.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. Without express-
ing my opinion on this particular bill, is
it not the gentleman’s viewpoint, which
is mine at least, that one of the most
challenging problems of an individual in
public life is the conduct of municipal
government, particularly when you get
into the metropolitan areas, like the city
of Washington and large cities, but even
most any municipal government, because
their field of taxation is very limited,
confined overwhelmingly to property tax.
‘That, with the rising costs, and essential
services which have to be rendered,
makes it a great responsibility and a
great challenge.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I thank
the gentleman. I agree with him com-
pletely. The problem in Washington,
permit me to say to the gentleman, is
particularly peculiar to the city of Wash-
ington. It is the Nation’s Capital; yet,
while other cities of metropolitan size
have a tremendous taxing problem, they
have an opportunity to grow and to take
in additional territory. But the District
of Columbia -is limited by our Constitu-
tion to an area of 10 miles square. Out
of that 10 miles square there can be no
expansion of the District of Columbia
except by changing the Constitution.

Mr. McCORMACK. And I think we
have re-ceded some of that 10 square
miles back.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I think
that is true. But whatever there is left,
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the taxable area of that which is left, is
only 47.6 percent of the land area.

The United States Government owns
42.8 percent; the District of Columbia
and municipal operations take in 3.5 per=
cent, and included in the exempt classes
are the exempt property of the churches
and other exempt institutions. Here we
have the various embassies of foreign
governments which are tax exempt, and
those other exempt properties amount to
6.1 percent. So that in the area of
Washington there is such a limited area
that we have subject to taxation only
47.6 percent of the real estate, a condi-
tion that exists in no other city in the
United States or perhaps in the world.

Mr. KEARNS. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield.

Mr. KEARNS. I first want to compli-
ment the chairman of the subcommittee
on the marvelous job he has done. Sec-
ondly, I would like to point out that when
George Washington was first President
of the United States, when he laid out
the 10-mile area as our distinguished
minority leader just mentioned, he put
great boulders on that 10-mile bound-
ary. But do you know that today, so
I was informed by General Grant 3d,
there are only 5 of those boulders we
can find that laid out the original area of
the District of Columbia.

With this planned program you have
brought us, Mr. Chairman, you have
done such a magnificent job, I think it is
only reasonable that we as Members of
Congress should support you and your
committee on both sides of the aisle in
this long-term program. I compliment
the committee.

Mr. O’'HARA of Minnesota. I thank
the gentleman. Permit me to say these
hearings of the joint committees were
the most serious and earnest attempt
of every member of the joint committee.
I know of no group that has worked
harder than the committee of the House
which made up the fiscal affairs com-
mittee; and 1 am speaking of both sides
of the aisle. They have made a great
contribution to this bill and any credit
is due to them rather than to myself.

Following the hearings, Mr. Chairman,
the joint committees made their recom-
mendation as to the type of bill they felt
would meet the problem. Let me say
that the joint committee did not agree
as to the raising of the money with what
had been proposed by the District Com=-
missioners. There was no dispute that
I know of, no witness who questioned
the need for the overall public works
program who appeared before us. Iknow
of no one here who denies the great
need for and the responsibility of pro-
viding a long-range public-works pro=
gram for the city of Washington and the
Nation’s Capital.

The serious thing on which there is
disagreement is the amount of taxes, and
I want to be frank with you as to my own
viewpoint in that regard,

The bill which the Commissioners
brought before us was not fiscally sound
in my opinion and in the opinion of every
member of our subcommittees. They felt
that it did not raise the money; in fact,
it was short about a million dollars a
year in the raising of funds that were
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necessary to meet the program. So the
committee found it necessary to analyze
the entire financing of the program.

There are $90 million of bonds in-
volved in this bill authorizing the Com-
missioners to borrow from the Federal
Government at the going rate of inter-
est for what may be necessary for the
following up of construction of highways,
sewers, and waterworks programs.

But there was another provision of
$40 million which was requested by the
Commissioners and recommended by
them to go into the general fund. 'The
committee felt that the money necessary
to be raised could be raised by spreading
out, as the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SmiTH] said, over the District generally,
thereby securing enough funds to take
care of the financing of this general fund
without the need of a bond program,
That bond proviso was stricken out.

The committee then proceeded with
the problem of raising sufficient money
to meet the problems of the general fund
as it existed and to eliminate the raising
of the $40 million. Let me say to you
that out of this program there is pro-
vided for general construction the sum
of $129,746,000, which includes storm
sewers, $46 million; schools, $34 million;
Public Health, $14 million; Public Wel-
fare, $9 million; penal institutions, $8
million; and some $16 million covering
the expansion of facilities for recreation,
sanitation, libraries, and public safety.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. The gentleman
referred to some $90 million to be bor-
rowed by the District from the Federal
Government.

Mr, O'HARA of Minnesota. That is
right.

Mr., AUCHINCLOSS. That is not all
to be borrowed in 1 year, is it?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota, No. That
will be borrowed by the Commissioners
as the needs of the program develop.
That is, there will be heavier borrowings
in certain years than in others. At the
start of the program I do not presume
it will be necessary to borrow the first
year; but under this act, as the program
develops administratively, they have the
authority to borrow as needed. It allows
a flexibility which I think is important,
I may say to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. That borrowing
also comes under the purview of the Ap=
propriations Committee, does it not?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The ex=
penditures do. The Commissioners must
come each year under this program and
their program must be justified by the
Appropriations Committee.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. In other words,
the Federal Government, the Congress,
still has control over that borrowing?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Exactly.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. I realize the gentle=
man has gone over this bill extremely
thoroughly. Can he give us any idea or
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estimate of how much the Federal Gov=
ernment will advance over the 10-year
period?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Will the
gentleman let me proceed with my pres-
entation briefly of the overall program?

Then I will be happy to come back to
that question.

Mr. McMILLAN., Will the gentleman
also advise me if anyone questioned as
to how they expect to spend these funds?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes,
there were quite a few questions asked.

Mr. McMILLAN. Is this to be spent
freely all over the city?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I may
say that we get a chance to look over
it before they start on it.

In connection with the construction of
highways the sum of $111,908,000 is au-
thorized for the purpose of the construc=-
tion of various streets, highways, free-
ways and possibly bridge construction
which confronts the Distriet of Colum-
bia. May I say to the gentleman that
before that program is laid out there will
have to be some review of the matter by
this committee, the Committee on the
District of Columbia, as well as by the
Appropriations Committee.

In addition, there is a waterworks
program of $35,788,000 and a sanitary
and sewage-works program of $27,854,-
000.

All of these tremendous amounts of
money go into things that are absolutely
necessary for the operation of the Dis-
trict government. This bill does pro-
vide—and I am now addressing myself to
the question asked by the gentleman
from South Carolina—for increased
water rents. It addsa sewer rent. That
is chargeable in the same degree for
the use of those facilities by the Fed-
eral Government or the individuals of
the District.

In addition to that, let me say that
this bill authorizes the increase of the
Federal payment from $11 million to
$20 million, and that is considered by
the subcommitee to be a fair contribu-
tion in the overall picture considering
the needs of the District and the area
of land occupied by the Federal build=
ings. The general revenue raised by all
of these various taxes involved is the
sum of $32,049,500 annually. In the gen-
eral fund alone it is increased an esti-
mated amount of $18,288,000. We must
keep in mind that the program in the
10 years means a disbursement of about
$30,530,000, annually.

Now, I do want to say that I think
this is a rough outline of the problem
that confronts the District and the needs
of the District and the need for raising
revenue.

Does my colleague the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Wier] desire that I yield
to him?

Mr. WIER. I do. The gentleman is
the last Member of this House that I
like to reach a disagreement with. To
what extent have you increased or added
sales taxes to this bill?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Strictly
speaking, as to sales tax, there has been
1 percent added to groceries; the food
that is bought.

Mr. WIER. What does that make the
grocery tax now?
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Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Well,
that is the first tax that has been im-
posed upon groceries.

Mr. WIER. Then you are adding
groceries to the already taxable com-
modities?

Mr. O’HARA of Minnesota. That is
right, except we are limiting the tax to
1 percent.

Mr. WIER. What is anticipated that
that will bring in?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. About
$3.5 million, as I recall, or approximately.

Mr. WIER. May I add in reply to my
good colleague from Minnesota that he
puts me in a bad spot here in supporting
this bill. The bill comes in here under
a closed rule. Formerly on this sales-
tax problem here in the District there
were some of us who opposed it under
the open rule by amendment. The gen-
tleman knows my position on sales tax
in Minnesota. I certainly cannot go
someplace else and levy a sales tax in
some other part of the United States
and go back home and maintain my posi-
tion of being opposed to a sales tax. So,
that puts me in a position now of having
to vote against the bill.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I was
hoping, let me say to my good friend,
if it would hurt him to vote against
the bill, that he would absent himself
from the Chamber or something of that
nature. I realize the gentleman’s posi-
tion, and I think we are a little gunshy
up in Minnesota about a sales tax. But,
nevertheless, that is the privilege of the
people of Minnesota.

However, I do want to say to the gen-
tleman that this bill means the greatest
boon in unemployment, if it comes, that
I can think of. To the laboring man,
to the workingman, of the Distriet of
Columbia, this very program is the great-
est guaranty to him for 10 years that I
can think of, because we are going to
have to meet unemployment, as the gen-
tleman knows.

Mr. WIER. Let me add, that is the
trap I find myself in. Of course, I have
been doing all I could to encourage pub=
lic works in this Nation at this time.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I think
the gentleman is right.

Mr, WIER. I hate to vote against a
bill that has for its purpose public works
and employment. But there are other
matters that are very important, too.
Certainly you cannot finance a public-
works bill in the United States with a
sales tax.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. No; the
sales tax is only a small part of it.

Mr., McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu-
late the members of the Fiscal Affairs
Subcommittee on the fine work and the
hard work they did in bringing out this
bill that we have before us today. I
find myself in disagreement on certain
points of the bill, but I do recognize that
they were facing a tough problem in
trying to dig up some money to carry
on a public-works program in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I do think they could
have brought us a bill a little more simple
than this one. The bill we have today
is rather complicated and, in my opin=-
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ion, you are going to drive a lot of busi=
ness away from the District of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, I find it rather difficult
to understand why the District Commis-
sioners would recommend to the Con-
gress legislation that would certainly
chase business from the District and
would reduce the District revenue rather
than increase it. For example, the city
of Washington for a number of years
traditionally had a low tax on gasoline
and, in fact, for a number of years there
was no District tax on gasoline since
practically every street and road in the
District was paved. The Highway and
Traffic Department operated successfully
from the revenue collected from auto-
mobile license tags, drivers’ permits, and
property taxes. In 1949 I was a mem-
ber of the committee that framed and
enacted the present 2-cent sales tax for
the District of Columbia, and at that
time we were advised that by adding
1 cent per gallon on gasoline we would
increase the revenue for the District of
Columbia by approximately $1 million.
The very next year the revenue for the
District of Columbia decreased approxi-
mately $400,000. The District sales,
since we imposed a 1-cent additional tax
in 1949, have steadily declined, even
though the registration of cars in the
District has increased.

Throughout the Nation tax revenue
from gasoline has increased during the
past year from 5 percent to 6 percent
while the tax revenue from gasoline in
the District of Columbia has decreased
approximately 1 percent. I think this is
a highly questionable revenue and the
same reasoning will apply to the sale of
cigarettes in the District of Columbia.

The State of Virginia has no State
tax on cigarettes, while here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia we have an 8-cent
Federal tax on cigarettes and a 1-cent
Distriet tax, which makes a package of
cigarettes in the District cost 1 cent more
than it should in the State of Virginia.
This is without the proposed 1-cent ad-
ditional tax included in the bill we are
now considering, I certainly feel that
since it is stated that the majority of
these funds will be used in erecting
school buildings that the people who
have moved into Washington should as-
sist in paying for these buildings and
not impose upon one or two business in=
terests the entire cost. We have thou=
sands of people moving into the Dis-
trict each year who pay no taxes other
than the sales tax.

My suggestion is that we increase the
present sales tax 1 cent, making a regu-
lar 3-cent sales tax in the District of
Columbia.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McMILLAN. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I should
like to say to the gentleman that I do
not think there is anything more un-
pleasant, either for him or for myself or
any other of our colleagues, than to have
to increase taxes on any item. It is an
unpleasant job all the way around. But
we are confronted, as the gentleman
knows, with a very difficult problem in
the public works needs of the District of
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Columbia. I was one of those who op-
posed an increase in the gasoline tax a
couple of years ago and made the proph-
ecy that it would result in diminishing
returns. It did. On the other hand, we
are confronted with actions of other
States which are continually raising
gasoline taxes to meet their highway
problems.

As the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. McMirLAaN] knows, the tax on
gasoline in his own State, I believe, is
higher than it is in the District of Co-
lumbia.

Mr. McMILLAN. That is correct.
When I came to the District some years
ago, they had no District tax on gasoline.
We have continuously raised it. I think
it is about 5 cents now.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The gen-
tleman recognizes that when we get to
the matter of raising money we have
to put on some taxes that are perhaps
unpleasant, and that maybe sometime
will reach the point of diminishing re-
turns.

Mr. McMILLAN. I agree with the
gentleman that there is no such thing
as painless taxes.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McMILLAN. I yield.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. May I point out
that there is a little different situation
in the District with regard to diminish-
ing returns than there would be in his
State or mine. The District is com-
pletely surrounded by these other two
States, and it is only a matter of minutes
to get to one of them in order to avoid
paying the tax if the tax here is higher
than in Maryland or Virginia. Is not
that true?

Mr. McMILLAN. That is true. I do
not know whether this will make it any
higher than it is in Virginia or Mary-
land.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Virginia does not
have a sales tax, does it? It does not
have a sales tax on food, does it?

Mr. McMILLAN. No. Icannotspeak
for Maryland or Virginia, but I do think
if we added 1 penny to the sales tax we
have, we could collect this money with
much less difficulty.

In my State of South Carolina we have
a 3-cent sales tax, with the provision
that every penny be spent on school
buildings. We have built some of the
finest school buildings in the country
with this money. I understand the ma-
jority of the funds that are to be col-
lected are to be used in erecting school
buildings. I have people from my dis=
trict and I know a lot of Members here
that have people from their districts
coming to Washington filling up the
schools, and they do not pay any tax
at all other than this sales tax. These
people should pay some kind of tax if
they are going to continue to fill up our
schools here in the District of Columbia.
I know that a sales tax is not an easy tax
for anyone to swallow, but I presume it
is about the fairest tax we could ever
enact here in Congress.

As I have stated before, I feel it is
almost impossible for me to swallow this
bill in its present form. I regret we had
to go to the Committee on Rules and
come out with a closed rule, even though
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I presume we could spend several days
on this tax bill if we did not have a closed
rule.

I expect at the end of the debate to
offer a motion to recommit the bill for
further study by the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Mr. Chairman, in connection with this
subject I include the following testimony
and statement:

TESTIMONY BEFORE SENATE AND HoUsSE Dis-
TrICT FISCAL SUBCOMMITTEES

Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles W. L.
Briscoe. I am a copartner and comanager of
the firm of Speed & Briscoe. We own and
operate a sizable motortruck terminal in
Washington. I appear here in the interest
of our firm and at the same time in the
interest of the District of Columbia to oppose
title 13 of H. R. 7389, now before this com=
mittee.

I am not here to debate the merits or
demerits of the public works program pro-
posed by the Commissioners of the District.
As a resident of the District, I concede the
need for such a program. Indeed, I take
this opportunity to say that if the manage-
ment and operation of the Highway De-
partment, with which we are quite famillar,
may be taken as a criterion, I know that
the entire program will be well administered.

I take serious issue, however, with one of
the methods proposed to help finance the
program. I refer to the suggested increase
in gasoline taxes. It is my studied and con-
sidered opinion that, in the light of estab-
lished gasoline taxes in the States adjacent
to the small area that constitutes this seat
of government, the District is collecting just
about the maximum it can expect from this
source of revenue by leaving the local gaso-
line tax at 5 cents per gallon. I think I can
demonstrate that, factually, this conclusion
is sound.

It is well known that operating expenses
of gasoline service stations in nearby Mary-
land and Virginia are much less than they
are in the District. Consequently, if the
taxes here are equalized with those of the
two States, Maryland and Virginia dealers
will be enabled to undersell District retailers.
This fact, taken together with the greatly
accelerated program of bullding large, mod-
ern gasoline statlons outside the District,
will cause local stations to suffer seriously
from any price disadvantage.

Washington has, for years, been noted for
its low gasoline prices. This reputation goes
back to the years before 1941 when the tax
here was only 2 cents per gallon. It was at
that time that signs appeared on gasoline
stations all over nearby Maryland snd Vir-
ginia reading, “D. C. prices.” This widely
displayed legend became known up and down
the east coast as the symbol of very low
gasoline prices. The result was that in addi-
tion to large volume of out-of-State pas«
senger-car business attracted to the District,
Washington became a major fueling point
for the tremendous number of trucks that
pass through here carrying freight between
shippers and consumers in the North and
South. The rapid increase in gasoline taxes
in the District since 1941 has caused this
out-of-State business to diminish, but it
still remains a sizable proportion of the total
local gallonage. By conservative estimate,
at least 20 percent of the taxable fuel gal-
lons sold in the District goes into trucks
licensed in other jurisdictions.

Now, if you please, I should like to direct
your attention to the practical side of this
business from over-the-road trucks. Most
of these trucks have a fuel capacity of about
150 gallons and they average about 5 miles
to the gallon. Virginia law requires out-of=
State trucks to purchase within the Com-
monwealth of Virginia the amount of fuel
necessary to drive through the State. This
law is rigldly enforced, and, accordingly,
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interstate truck traffic must stop to make
fuel purchases in Virginia. To the north
in New Jersey, which is only 200 miles or 40
gallons away, fuel for trucks can now be
bought for 2 cents per gallon less than it
can here because the fuel tax in New Jersey
i= only 3 cents per gallon. Now, if the trucks
fill up with gas in New Jersey, where the
cost to them is the lowest along the coast,
and they must stop for a fuel purchase in
Virginia, what incentive is there for them
to stop in Washington to buy gasoline if
the price here is the same as that in Vir-
ginia? ' Believe me, Mr, Chairman and gen-
tlemen, these truckers are extremely cost
consclous, they can figure just as well as
we, and I assure you that they just won't
do their buying of fuel here.

Another fact regarding price differential
is worthy of note. Cost of fuel to the retaller
in the whole coastal area is based on the
ocean terminal price plus freight to destina-
tion. Gasoline for the Baltimore and Wash-
ington markets is delivered in waterborne
tankers at Baltimore and it costs six-tenths
of a cent more per gallon over the Baltimore
price to deliver the fuel here. Accordingly,
if the tax in the District is equal to that in
Maryland, the retail price in Baltimore is
bound to be at least one-half cent less and
perhaps even 1 cent less per gallon than it
is here. Couple this with what I have shown
you about the price in New Jersey being
2 cents lower than it is in the District and
the compulsory purchase of truck fuel in
Virginia and then consider how Washington
is going to fare with an increased gas tax.

Statistics supplled by the United States
Bureau of Public Roads reveal startling facts
about average fuel consumption per regis-
tered vehicle. The consumption of gasoline
per registered vehicle is greater by far in
the District than in any nearby State and
greater by far than the national average.
Based on 1952 tax returns, the Washington
rate is 1,078 gallons per vehicle, compared
to 876 in Virginia, 769 in Maryland, and 782
in the entire country. But the picture is
changing. The figures for 1953 show a de=-
cline in District consumption while the near-
by States show an increase. This trend was
speeded up recently when, for a 1-year period
ending in June 1953, the gasoline tax in the
District equaled that in Maryland. The
latest avallable monthly figures demonstrate
that the decline in District gallonage con-
tinues despite increased automobile regis-
trations. On the other hand, gallonage in
nearby States i1s on the increase. Simple
arithmetic establishes that if the average an-
nual consumption of gasoline per vehicle in
the District declines to that of the national
average, the revenue to the District from
a 6-cent tax will not equal the return in
dollars from the current 5-cent tax.

Gentlemen, the gasoline-tax situation In
the District of Columbia, is in delicate bal-
ance. The number of taxable gallons sold
here bears a direct relationship to the tax
structure here as compared to the tax struc-
tures in nearby States. The law of diminish-
ing returns is not one that can be repealed
by legislation. In a political subdivision as
small as the District, it is easy to demon-
strate that the flow of gasoline through the
pumps of local dealers can be reduced to
a trickle. There is hardly.a gasoline con-
sumer in the city who could not readily and
convenlently deal in a Maryland or Virginia
service station now in existence and I pre-
dict that more and larger service stationa
will line the District boundaries if the tax
is increased just as loan companies swarm
across the Distriet lines because local opera-
tlons are unprofitable, No one will gainsay
that if the gasoline tax here were raised to
9 cents or 10 cents per gallon while Maryland
and Virginia taxes remain unchanged there
would be no fuel sales here and no tax reve-
nue in the District coffers therefrom. Who
is able to forecast at exactly what point the
weight of the tax will cause a decline in
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sales to the extent that the law of diminish-
ing returns will take its inevitable toll. This
miuch we know: Washington has earned such
a reputation for low gasoline prices that
consumption here per registered vehicle is
greater than it is anywhere else; when a mo-
torist or trucker stops for gas he buys tires,
accessories of all kinds, food, and even other
articles for personal consumption; all of
this trade brings revenue into the District
treasury; today's economy makes all of us
cost-conscious and buying habits change to
meet the drain on the pocketbook; and even
while the gasoline tax in the District is 1
cent per gallon under that of nearby States,
local gallonage is declining. With the firm
conviction that I have analyzed the situa-
tion correctly, I say to the members of this
committee that any attempt to raise the
gasoline tax here and thereby equalize it
with the neighboring States will prove to be
extremely costly to the business people of
the District, to District residents, and to the
highway-fund revenue. I urge you to omit
it from the pending legislation.

ALCOHOL TAX

Present District of Columbia tax on every
wine-gallon of spirits is 756 cents. (Bill in-
creases this tax to §1.)

Present District of Columbia tax on every
wine-gallon of alcohol is $1.25. (Bill does not
increase this tax.)

Virginia has no State tax on either spirits
or alcohol.

(Present Federal tax on alcohol is $10.50
per 100-proof gallon.)

CIGARETTE TAX

Present District of Columbia tax on cig-
arettes is 1 cent per package. (Bill increases
this tax to 2 cents.)

Virginia has no State tax on cigarettes.

(Present Federal tax on cigarettes is 8
cents per package.)

GASOLINE TAX

Present District of Columbia tax on gaso-
line is 5 cents per gallon. (Bill increases this
tax to 6 cents.)

Present Virginia State tax on gasoline is
6 cents per gallon.

(Present Federal tax on gasoline is 2 cents
per gallon.)

District of Columbia taxes collected on
gasoline during fiscal year 19852 (July 1,
1951, to June 30, 1952), when tax was 4 cents
per gallon was £8,177,703.

District of Columbia taxes collected on
gasoline during fiscal year 1953 (July 1,
1952, to June 30, 1953), when tax was 5 cents
per gallon was $9,883,140.

The District of Columbia sales tax went
into effect on August 1, 1949, when a 2-
percent tax was Iimposed. (Bill adds
“groceries” under tax at l-percent rate.)

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include certain
statements.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CHATHAM].

Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Chairman,Ihave
spent about 10 years of my life in the
Distriect of Columbia, and I had a very
active part in civic and municipal affairs
in my home in North Carolina, the city
of Winston-Salem. Since I have become
a property owner in the District I have
taken particular interest in looking into
the fiscal affairs of the District.

Like the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. McMiLLaN], I may say there
are parts of this bill with which I do not
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agree, especially the increase in tobacco
taxes, but all in all I want to say to you
that Washington, being in this special
situation, is in my opinion going back-
ward very fast and something has to be
done about it.

Washington belongs to all the people
of this country. Since I have been here
there has been a tremendous increase in
the number of visitors throughout the
year, especially in the spring, and a tre-
mendous increase in the number of young
people who come here and who see the
great monuments and memorials in the
Nation’s Capital, and who at the same
time see the terrific traffic congestion,
see the slums, see the ecrime situation
here. It becomes very plain to all of us,
I think, that we are not giving the Capital
City of our country a break. The unique
position that the District finds itself in
not being able to finance its operations,
the unique position that the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. McMILLAN]
mentioned where a great number of the
District’s residents come from other parts
of the United States and vote in other
parts of the United States, and pay no
taxes here except the sales tax, and send
their children to schools here, is in itself
proof that the District of Columbia re-
quires unique treatment. All in all, I
think the bill has many more good things
in it than bad, and I expect to vote for the
bill. But I hope that all of us in the fu-
ture will think of things like increasing
the sales tax to 3 percent because of the
unique situation here, and will think of
the percentage that the Government
pays for the upkeep of the Distriet which
percentage has constantly gone down
and down. The District is willing to tack
on more taxes for the people and, of
course, the regular residents are lower
here in percentage than in any other
place in the United States. I commend
to you not only the fact that this bill will
help the unemployment situation, which

‘is only one of the side issues, but it is a

good thing for the District of Columbia.
I ask that all of you give more study with
your splendid committee to the affairs of
the District, the Capital of our eountry,
to things like a national opera house. I
have musical students coming here at
times in the spring. I am ashamed to
take them to the only place in Washing-
ton, Constitution Hall, used through the
generosity of the DAR and which is
not adequate for our Capital. There are
many things that this District needs that
we, as part-time citizens of the District
and citizens of our country, who own this
city should support. It behooves us to
support this splendid committee in doing
whatever they recommend and whatever
we think is best for the city of Wash-
ington.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I am
wholeheartedly in favor of this public-
works program. I think we need better
highways in the Distriet and better
school buildings. I find myself in dis-
agreement with the committee, however,
about the way the revenue to pay for
these improvements is to be obtained.
About 2 weeks ago, I introduced a bill to
create in the District of Columbia a
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whisky monopoly for retail whisky
stores. There are 16 States in the Union
today with whisky retail monopoly. The
Library of Congress prepared a list of
those States together with the amount
of money they made. In 1952, those 16
States had a gross business of $923,871,-
000 on which they made a clear net profit
of $200,616,000. My State of Alabama
sold $40,564,000 worth of whisky in re-
tail stores, and from those sales they
made a net of $11,038,000. The neigh-
boring State of Virginia in 1952 sold
$101,274,000 worth of whisky and they
made $19,904,000 profit. The State of
Pennsylvania sold over $204 million and
at a profit of over $38 million.

I asked the Library of Congress Legis-
lative Reference Service to tell me how
much whisky was sold in the District of
Columbia in 1952. In a letter dated Feb-
ruary 24, 1954, Mr. Ernest Griffiths, the
Director, said the retail sales of whisky
amounted to about $75 million in fiscal
1952. Recently, Drew Pearson said in
his column that last year more whisky
was drunk in the District of Columbia
than milk, in gallons.

I am not a political dry nor a personal
dry. I do not believe in Government
monopolies except in very, very few
cases, but on this question of the sale of
whisky I do believe that the more that
business is regulated the better.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. McMiLLaN] is going to offer a mo-
tion to recommit this bill for the purpose
of having the committee study further
ways and means of raising the revenue
to finance this public-works program.
I sincerely hope that that motion will
prevail and that the committee will
study my bill or some other bill, and raise
the revenue in ways other than trying to
put a tax on groceries that people must
eat.

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield.

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. The gentle-
man is making a very liquid speech. I
just wondered if he submitted his pro-
gram to the joint hearings before the
House and Senate committees.

Mr. ANDREWS. I introduced a bill
about 2 weeks ago. Before doing that
I discussed with several members of the
District Committee this bill and urged
them +to introduce it rather than myself.

Mr., CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. CANFIELD. I wish to say to the
gentleman from Alabama that he has
made a very good point regarding a tax
on groceries. We could not pass a law
like that in the State of New Jersey, and
I shall support the motion to recommit.

Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ANDREWS. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN of California. I listened
with considerable interest to the speech
which the gentleman made about 2 weeks
ago, and it prompted an inquiry which
I made to the taxing authorities in the
District government. It was pointed out
to me that while it is probable there
would be a considerable profit gained
from the operation of liquor stores, there
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would also be involved a loss of the tax
on the liquor, which we now collect;
there would be a loss of revenue from
property that is owned by private indi=-
viduals and used for this purpose, and
there would be a loss of the sales tax on
the liguor involved; and there would be
a loss of the income tax paid by private
operators who now make a living from
the sale of liquor. There has been no
tabulation made of anything like an
exact appraisal of the net amount in-
volved, but the opinion expressed was
that the probabilities are that we take
as much or more out of the liquor busi-
ness for District of Columbia revenues
than if the Government operated the
stores,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS. I would like to say
in reply to my friend that Mr. Griffiths
stated in his letter of February 24, 1954,
that the tax revenues of the District
from excise taxes on alcoholic bever-
ages were $4,009,154.68. The license fees
were $1,211,368.64. That was the reve-
nue the District received—approximately
$5 million. But my opinion is that if
$75 million worth of whisky was sold in
a year in the District of Columbia you
would have in excess of what you now
get about $15 million.

If the District can operate retail liquor
stores as economically as the States of
Alabama, Virginia, and others which
have a monopoly to operate stores, they
will realize a great deal of revenue.

As to the rental property, of course, it
would be necessary for the District to
rent real estate to operate stores just as
it is today for private individuals to rent
stores. My bill provides that the em-
ployees of those stores would be selected
from a civil-service register and there-
fore there would be no unemployment,
Let me earnestly plead with you Mem-
bers of Congress to think long and hard
before they bypass this kind of revenue
and put a tax on groceries.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ANDREWS. I yield to my friend
from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am quite
sympathetic to the gentleman’s proposal,
because when the 18th amendment was
under consideration I proposed and of-
fered as a substitute just the same thing
the gentleman is now proposing, and I
have always thought it was a good thing
to do. But I want to say this to the gen-
tleman from Alabama, that while I do
feel sympathetic to it I think that to put
it in this bill would be a mistake.

I will assure the genfleman that I will
make every effort in the committee to see
that he gets a hearing on his bill and
that the subject is explored so we can see
whether there would be a loss of revenue
incurred by doing what the gentleman
Proposes.

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gentle=
man, and I say again that if we adopt a
monopoly system which has worked so
well in 16 States we can solve for a long
time to come the revenue problems of the
District of Columbia.
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Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, somebody said that taxes and
death will be sure to get you some time.
I am sure about death, but I am not so
sure about taxes.

This bill is a tax-raising revenue bill,
which readjusts some of the present
taxes in the District of Columbia and
adds some new ones.

The committee that held hearings un-
der the able chairmanship of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. O’Haral,
was a joint committee and the hearings
were joint hearings with the other body.
I want to compliment them for the good
job they did. It is not a bill that pleases
everyone. I would like some change, but
the committee voted me down. I ex-
pressed myself in the committee. Legis=
lation is a matter of give and take. This
bill had long study. I support the
measure. The bill should not be recom-
mitted as suggested by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. McMiLLAN]
or by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
ANDREWS].

The District Commissioners are not
happy with the measure. Some of the
folks living in the District were not
happy. Even those who wear the eccle=
siastical robes—I think a couple of them
took them off yesterday and put on po-
litical robes and castigated Congress be=
cause we did not do something about
home rule and the slums. I submit that
while I suppose ministers of the gospel
can say anything they want to, it would
suit me better if they would stay with
the Bible and stay out of the political
arena, because when they get into the
political arena they are going to find
themselves in some pretty fast and un-
familiar company. I presume that giv-
ing the District home rule would do away
with the slums. But I know a lot of
towns that have home rule and they also
have slums.

There are some people who would
make it unlawful to sell liquor. I sub-
mit that if you go down here on Sev-
enth Street and look around, and you
do not buy liquor you can buy smoke,
canned heat, distilled this or that, or
cheap gin, that probably is responsible
for a lot of crime in the District. Some
of you feel the liquor license may not
be high enough. Some want the beer
tax or property tax raised or object to
the 1-percent tax on groceries, but this
bill strikes a happy medium and should
be adopted. In 20 yearsyou may be put-
ting on a 5-percent sales tax, because
there are a great many people in the
District of Columbia who do not pay any
taxes outside of the sales tax. It may
be necessary to find some additional rev-
enue if the population trend of the city
continues as it has in the last 10 or 12
Yyears.

This bill raises taxes. For instance, in
reference to sewers, let me point out to
you that the needs of civilization require
sewers. Do you know that some sewers
in the District of Columbia are 99 years
old and that they are made out of wood?
We had one break a year or two ago in
a park which contaminated all of a park
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area, or a large portion of the park area,
so that it cannot be used for picnic pur-
poses. They city outgrew its sewers 28
vears ago when it reached its peak in
population trend. The population of
the city has increased since then, yet
the capacity of the sewers to handle
sewage has not increased.

The bill increases the Federal contri-
bution from $11 million to $20 million. I
voted against that once, but I think now
we ought to bear a larger share. I think
you and I as Members of Congress should
be responsible for the type of city the
District of Columbia is. We ought to
carry that responsibility and if we are
going to do what is proper we will have
to have additional funds in order to meet
some of the growth,

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILILER of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. McCMILLAN. I think all the com-
mittee agrees thoroughly with the gen-
tleman that this work is badly needed in
the Distriet and I believe, too, all of the
committee is in favor of raising the Fed-
eral contribution from $11 million to $20
million. But there is a great deal of dif-
ference of opinion as to how this addi-
tional tax should be collected.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do not
know what the gentleman has in mind,
and I do not know how you would raise
additional taxes. Taxes are never pleas-
ant when you put it on property or liquor
or on cigarettes, and I know the gentle-
man does not want any more taxes on
cigarettes. The gentleman proposes to
send the bill back to the committee with-
out any further instructions. I think he
is dead wrong. The committee has
worked hard and earnestly. That mat-
ter was thoroughly discussed by the full
Committee on the District of Columbia.
If we did send it back to the committee I
do not know what the committee could
come out with unless the gentleman has
some suggestions to make.

Mr. McMILLAN. Does not the gen-
tleman think a 1 percent additional sales
tax to the present sales tax would take
care of the situation?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. It would
help. We do not have a sales tax in
Nebraska, but I think I would go along
with a 3-percent sales tax. We may be
forced to do so in the next 10 or 15 years.

Mr. McMILLAN. I understand that 1
additional percent would bring in arovind
$8 million, which is more than they are
asking for in this bill.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen-
tleman does not want to take the tax off
cigarettes, does he?

3 Mr, McMILLAN. Oh, yes; I certainly

0.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. And some-
body else wants us to take it off some
place else. That is the reason we have a
closed rule here. I doubt if the gentle-
man ought to do that and put the com-
mittee back into further work. It is not
a bill that satisfies me entirely. I am
unhappy about parts of it.

Mr. McMILLAN. Does the gentleman
feel that the people of my district ought
to come in and pay some of these taxes?

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. They do
pay some in the hotels when they come
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to Washington. They have an extra tax
to pay. We lowered the tax rate on
meals to start at 50 cents instead of $1.25.

Mr, McMILLAN. The people from my
distriet bring a bunch of children in and
put them in schools and do not pay any
sales tax at all.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. How does
the gentleman propose to raise the reve-
nue?

Mr. McMILLAN. By a sales tax.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. And take
it off of something else?

Mr. McMILLAN, Take it off of cigar-
ettes and gasoline. It is not on food now.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I submit
to my colleagues that the committee has
worked hard, and I think you ought to
give them the green light and send it
over to the other body and let them
work on it, and when it comes back we
will have something to work on. I am
not happy about some of its phases. But,
vou cannot do it all at once. This bill
is before us now, and I hope my col=-
leagues will support it and send it along
so that the District of Columbia will
have some blueprints that they can work
with in the next few years. The need
for repairs and new public works is ur-
gent. This bill supplies the money.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. O’HaraAl.

Mr. O'HARA of Illineis. Mr. Chair-
man, I am speaking with great reluc-
tance. I have great respect and affec-
tion for the members of the District
Committee. I know how hard is their
task. I know how conscientiously they
have worked to fulfill the responsibility
placed upon them.

Mr, Chairman, I should not be speak=
ing had I not noticed in a Washington
paper yesterday that this bill, which
provides a commendable program for
good and needed public works, has a
provision in it that puts a tax on gro-
ceries and that imposes a sales tax on
people buying meals from 50 cents to
$1.25. Checking up on what I had read
in the newspaper account I found from
the text of the bill and the report of the
committee a deplorable situation as re-
gards the manner of raising money for
the proposed good works. Under the cir=-
cumstances I feel the obligation upon
me, at least, to alert those Members of
this body who believe as I believe that
we have no moral right to place this
heavy tax burden upon those least able
to carry the burden.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to my
beloved namesake from Minnesota.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. The gen-
tleman comes from and ably represents
the great State of Illinois, along with his
other colleagues. Illinois has a heavier
tax on groceries than is imposed by this
bill; is that not frue?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Washington
is in a class with Chicago as a munici-
pality. Whatever may be the fact as re-
gards State government, no part of the
vast expense of carrying on the munici-
pal government of Chicago comes from
a sales tax.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. But you
have for some years had a sales tax,
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Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. That unfor-
tunately is true of the State government
of Illinois. Might I say to the gentle-
man from Minnesota that as to Chicago
not one cent of the very heavy cost of
schools, policing, public works, and the
many other items of municipal necessity
and city government comes from a sales
tax on food. No person in public life
would dare propose a tax of that nature.
I cannot see that Washington is in any
position different from that of Chicago
except that in Chicago the people do
have a vote and in Washington there is
no way under the law by which the
people can fight back. If the people of
Washington could vote on the manner of
raising money proposed in this bill the
referendum would go against the pro-
posal 20 to 1 at least. I do not think
anyone has any doubt on that score.
Very apparently that was the reason why
the bill comes to us under a closed order.

Here, among other things, is what the
bill does: First, adds another cent to the
sales tax on cigarettes; second, imposes
a l-percent sales tax on groceries, which
tax is expected to raise $3.5 million an-
nually; third, taxes meals in the 50 cents
to $1.25 bracket, which is certainly get-
ting down where the pain of taxation is
the hardest to bear; and, fourth, in-
creases the tax on a transient’s bed hire.

The public-works program should be
carried forward, but the burden should
not be placed on the worker’s basket of
groceries and the citizen trying to make
both ends meet by budgeting on 50-cent
dinners. There are at least three proper
sources for raising the necessary reve-
nues.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Would
the gentleman yield on the question as to
whether you do not also have a sales tax
in the city of Chicago on all sales? I do
not recall that there are any exemptions.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. A State sales
tax, yes.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. That is
what I am speaking of. This is the
equivalent, the gentleman appreciates, of
State action in this regard.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I appreciate
that the District of Columbia stands
theoretically on the level of a State. Bub
actually the District of Columbia is
Washington, which is not a State like
Illinois but a city like Chicago. I am
making the point that cities find other
sources for their revenues than taxing
baskets of groceries and 50-cent meals.
Certainly Washington is a city and I for
one take pride in referring to my col-
league from Illinois [Mr., SmMpson] who
is the chairman of the District Com-
mittee as the Mayor of Washington, and
to my distinguished colleague and name-
sake from Minnesota [Mr. O'Haral as
the associate mayor of Washington. I
do not think this attempt to put a sales
tax on groceries on the people of Wash=-
ington would even be considered if the
people of Washington had a vote.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman, of course.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I share
with the distinguished gentleman from
Illinois EMr. O'Haral the admiration he
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holds for the membership of the District
Committee. What is going through my
mind, the thing that concerns me, is this:
In the last 2 weeks we voted tax reduc-
tions in two major bills before this Con-
gress., We told our people back home
that we are reducing taxes now levied
upon them.

Now comes the poor, little District
of Columbia, with no representation here
in this body at all, and we reverse our
field quickly and we levy 12 or 15 new
types of taxes on these people.

What concerns me is this: How can I
harmonize my action in reducing taxes
in two major bills before this Congress
within the last 2 weeks with reversing
my field and levying taxes on the people
in the District?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Of course,
this is a result of the administration tak-
ing advantage of the people in the Dis-
trict, because they have no vote.

Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Refer-
ence was just made to the poor, little
District of Columbia. Is it not true that
they have the finest streets, the finest
parks, the finest street lights, the finest
sewers, of any place in the country, and
pay considerably less taxes than they do
in my town?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I can only
say that next to Chicago, Washington
is the finest city in the Nation. I don’t
believe, however, that we add to the
moral climate by sparing the big tax-
payer at the expense of the little fellow’s
basket of groceries and 50-cent meals.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. H¥DE].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to add my word of commendation
for the splendid work performed by the
chairman of the committee and the com-
mittee which worked on this bill. It is
also encouraging for me to hear some of
the remarks made by the gentleman
from North Carolina who spoke a few
moments ago and some of the others
concerning the responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. TALLE. I think that the recent
reference made to the tax bills passed
last week and the week prior to that
should not go unanswered. The reduc-
tion in taxes made on the 1st of January
1954, having to do with income taxes on
individuals, applies to all of the people
in the city of Washington as it does to
the Nation. Likewise, the excess profits
tax which was allowed to lapse on Jan-
uary 1, 1954, applies to the people in the
city of Washington just as it does to all
other people of our Nation.

Insofar as the bill to cut taxes, the re-
duction in excises, is concerned, most
certainly that reduction will apply also
to all of the people in Washington. The
same is true of the tax revision bill
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which was passed last week. The bill
before us now deals with the peculiar
problems of the District of Columbia
and the city of Washington. The Fed-
eral City like other cities has its prob-
lems, and the proposed increases should
be considered in that light.

We are sitting here as a group of al=
dermen to act on the problems peculiar
to the city of Washington and since we
are legislating on a Federal basis for
the Federal Capital, these peculiar prob-
lems should be considered on their
merits and should not be confused with
taxation as it applies to the entire Na-
tion. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr, TaLLE] for his contribu-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, T want fo address my=-
self to this matter of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s contribution toward the main-
tenance and upkeep of the District of
Columbia. The Federal Government is
responsible for the location and the cre=
ation of the District of Columbia.
Therefore, it follows that the District of
Columbia is the Federal Government's
responsibility. All of us know this, but
many of us are not always aware of it.
Washington is not a city established by
individual citizens who subsequently
reaped the benefit of having the Gov=-
ernment located within its boundaries.
There would be no city here if the peo-
ple of the Nation had not put it here.
As a result, the only industry here is that
of Government and such service indus-
tries as are necessary for the life of the
city.

I emphasize these facts, Mr. Chair=
man, because we have been hearing it
said that the local citizens expect too
much from the Government, that they
ought to take care of their own city.
The people here are ready, willing, and
able to do their part. They can and
should be and are willing to pay taxes
commensurate with those paid in other
cities throughout the United States. By
the same token, the industry, namely,
the Federal Government, which brought
the people here, should bear its fair
share of the burden just as industries do
in other cities.

In the past perhaps the local city
fathers have not done as much as they
should in ecarrying out their responsi-
bilities to the Nation in maintaining and
preserving the Nation’s Capital. It is
also true that in many respects the peo-
ple of the Nation, through their elected
representatives here, have mneglected
their Capital City. 'This bill is a step
toward the rehabilitation of the Nation’s
Capital which is long overdue. It seems
to me that no responsible Member of
Congress will deny that. We do not sug-
gest it as perfect. For myself, I feel that
the Federal Government should bear
more of the financial responsibility than
is provided. However, in view of the

hard work and the strenuous effort put
forth by the committee, I think the com-

mittee has come up with a fairly good
bill, and I urge the Members to sup-
port it.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Haysl.
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Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to address myself for a mo-
ment or two to the closing remarks of
my good friend the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. MIiLLer]. He said, “Let us
go ahead and pass this bill and send it
over to the Senate. Let them work on
it over there, and then when we get it
back perhaps we will have something
we can do something with,” or words
to that effect. That seems to me to be
a complete abdication of our responsi-
bilities. Of course, when a bill goes over
to the other body it is not going to come
up over there under a gag rule; it is
going to come up there so that any Mem-
ber of that body can offer any amend-
ment that he sees fit to. But here, and,
of course, I admit to a degree that the
bill has many commendable features, al-
though it also has some very objection-
able features, we are asked either to
take it or leave it, without a chance to
do anything about eliminating the ob-
jectionable parts.

I submit to you that the sales tax on
food is one of the most vicious forms of
taxation that you can devise. Any tax
expert or anyone who has studied taxes
will say if you have to impose a sales
tax exempt the family market basket
from it.

We have had a good deal of experi-
ence with the sales tax in the State of
Ohio. It brings in a considerable por-
tion of our revenues for the political
subdivisions and for schools. When that
tax was first imposed in Ohio many years
ago along at the beginning of the de-
pression in the early thirties it was a
general 3-percent sales tax. Over the
years experience taught us that we would
have a better tax structure if we would
eliminate food from taxation and that
was done. Also we eliminated the tax
on all articles under 40 cents, because
we found that the cost of collection was
not commensurate with the return.
They found that the sales tax has yielded
more revenue with less struggle when
some of those items were exempted.

Personally, I do not like the sales tax
at all, if we can get away from if in any
way shape or form. But, if I had to
choose between the two, I certainly
would go along with the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. McMmraN] and
say it would be better to have a general
l1-percent increase and leave food ex-
empt from the sales tax. Certainly, you
cannot say if you do that that everyone
is not paying some tax in the District of
Columbia because, if you leave the food
out, there are still many items that are
taxable which every family has to buy.
I do not advocate that, but if I had to
choose between the two, either having
a tax on groceries or raising the present
2 percent tax to 3 percent, I certainly
would go along with the latter. I would
like to vote for this bill. I think the
public works program here is long over-
due, but you are asking some of us to
vote for public works and at the same
time tacking on this reprehensible tax on
food. I might also say a word of com=-
mendation for the speech of my col-
league, the gentleman from Alabama. I
do not think there is a place in the
United States where the liquor dealer
gets as much profit as he does in Wash=
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ington, D. C. I do not think there is a
place in the United States that has as
many liquor stores per capita as we do
in Washington, D. C. Do not tell me
that those fellows are not making a
profit because if they were not, they
would not be in the business. We have
a monopoly in Ohio. We did not give
up any of the taxes on liguor. We just
left the tax on, the stamp tax and every-
thing else, and in addition last year the
State cleared $25 million. I think the
proportionate profit in Washington on
these so-called independent liquor stores
that are on every corner and sometimes
2 or 3 to a block would be commensurate
to the profit that the State made, if not
more. In addition, under the system
that we have in Ohio, where everyone
who purchases has to sign an applica=
tion, you have some little check on the
winos and so on, who are the cause in
large part, if you read the Post last week,
of the tremendous problem of crime in
the second precinct.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. SmrtH].

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair=
man, as has been indicated, this is a
very complicated bill. It involves a
great many subjects of taxation. I have
listened with interest and some sym-
pathy to those who have spoken in op-
position to the bill on the grounds that
we have imposed a 1-cent sales tax on
groceries. Well, to begin with there are
32 States in the Union that have sales
taxes, and out of those only 9 States ex=
empt foods. So that two-thirds of the
States do not agree with those who op-
pose a tax on foods. It was proposed
that the tax on food be the same as the
tax on other things, namely, 2 percent.
The committee thought that was too
high and fixed 1 percent and balanced
their budget off so that we would raise
sufficient money for the purposes set
forth in the bill. Let us see what that
1 percent tax does. Of course, I can
sympathize with these gentlemen who
are worried about taxing the poor. I do
not like to tax anybody. But let us just
see what this bill does. We have not
talked about some of the other things
that this bill does. The worst tax on the
small-income family—one of the worst
taxes we have here in the District of
Columbia is the tax on the little bit of
personal property that the people have.
The tax on the bed that the taxpayer
sleeps in and the tax on the kitchen
stove that he cooks his meals on. This
committee in this bill takes away that
tax. We repealed the personal property
tax. You say this is a tax on the poor
man. We have an income tax in the
Distriet of Columbia, and do you know
that that income tax exempts every-
body up to an income of $4,000?

I do not know of any other place that
has such a high exemption on the in-
come tax, in behalf of the low-income
groups as the District of Columbia.
‘We might have reduced that, but we
did not do that. But what do we do
with the high-bracket fellow on the in-
come tax? We put an additional 1 per-
cent on him all the way through, and
that raises a lot of money. But we did
not do anything with the man with the
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low income. As I said, we have {ried to
divide this tax equitably over everybody.

With reference to this l-percent tax
on food, a man goes into a grocery store
and he buys $10 worth of groceries. Do
you know how much tax he must pay?
Just 10 cents. Is there anybody so poor
in this rich country that he does not
want to even pay 10 cents for the sup-
port of this Government that does so
much for him? I do nof think much of
that argument.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield fo the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HARRIS. Something has been
said about giving consideration to the
recommendation of the people of the
District of Columbia with reference to
increased taxes. That is, the manner in
which we might raise the money with
which to support this public-works pro-
gram. Is it not true that the people of
the District, individuals and organiza-
tions and federations who came before
the committee, opposed the increase in
the sales tax generally, more so than any
other type of tax increase on the people?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes. They
did not want the 3-percent tax. But I
think the chairman of the subcommittee
has covered that situation when he said
everybody wanted all of these improve-
ments, but everybody said, “Don’t tax
me., Tax the other fellow.” That is the
situation you find in almost every tax
bill. But I say to you that the chairman
of your subcommittee, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. O’Haral has put in
a tremendous amount of time, effort, and
sympathetic consideration for all of
these groups who have come in for or
against some particular form of tax. I
think he is entitled to the thanks of this
Congress. I think he is entitled to the
confidence of this Congress in what he
has brought here. How he has been able
to spare as much of his time with the
busy duties he has is hard for me to
understand. I have heard gentlemen
get up here and say they had an affec=
tion and a respect for the committee, but
I never heard anybody say they had any
sympathy for the committee. That is
what we need—sympathy. We have had
a difficult problem and we have come
here with the best we could do. We ask
not only for your respect but for your
sympathy and your supportf in this bill,
which we think is the best that can be
done to spread this tax burden equally
and equitably over the various groups of
people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genfleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr., O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. REes].

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I would like to assure the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Smtal,
who just preceded me, that he does have
my support and my sympathy in dealing
with this problem. I want to pay tribute
to the members of the committee for
their efforts in dealing with a difficult
situation. I am sure, as others have said,
they have worked diligently in their ef-
forts in arriving at a compromise with
regard to this legislation.
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I would like to point out 2 or 3 mat-
ters that I think deserve the attention
of the Members of the body. One is the
amount of the contribution to the Dis-
trict of Columbia from the Federal
Treasury. I mean the amount contrib-
uted by the taxpayers of all of the dis-
tricts and States throughout the coun-
try. This confribution has been in-
creased several times in the past few
years. Last year it was $11 million. I
am informed this committee is approv-
ing a contribution of $20 million against
the Federal Treasury for the District of
Columbia. This is an increase of $9 mil-
lion above the present contribution.

Now let us see what you have done in
this bill. You have provided a rate of
tax on real estate of 2.20 percent on the
assessed valuation of such property. The
present rate is 2.15 percent. You have
raised it only 5 cents. Even this 5 cents
raises $500,000. If you had raised it to
2.50 percent you would collect $4'5 mil-
lion and you would still have a low rate
on real-estate taxes because, you must
recall, there is only one tax rate against
real estate in the District of Columbia.
It compares with the total amount of
taxes in your township, school district,
city, and county. I do not believe
you will find a city in the United States
where taxes are as low on the valuation
of property as they are in Washington,
D. C., even though it is claimed that
taxes are levied on what they call the
full market value of the property. What
we really need in the District of Colum-
bia is a reevaluation of our real estate
to make sure it is being appraised at
nearly its actual value.

Let us look at another thing and that
is the tax on liquor in Washington
where, incidentally, more liquor is con-
sumed per capita than any other city
in the United States of comparative size.
I think you should have increased the
taxes on liquor at least 30 percent, which
would have produced $8 million. Liquor
is certainly a luxury if there ever was
one,

Do you know that income taxes are
lower in the District of Columbia than
they are in any State where income taxes
are collected. The tax exemption for a
family in the District is almost nil on
salaries of four or five thousand dollars
or less. If you would increase the income
tax on a par with the income-tax rate in
any State, you would raise millions of
dollars.

I have heard complaints about this
1-cent sales tax. In our State it is twice
that amount and I find in most States
such is the case.

In my judgment the committee has
been more than generous in respect to
this legislation.

There is one more thing that might be
discussed and that is you are relieving
everybody in the District from paying
taxes on their household goods and fur-
nishings no matter how expensive they
are., People occupying fine homes in the
city of Washington, homes with expen-
sive furnishings and furniture, are not
required to pay any faxes on hundreds
of thousands of dollars worth of such
property. The least you could have done
in respect to this item is to have exempt-
ed furniture and furnishings up to $1,000
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or less, buf not relieve owners of expen=
sive household equipment from tax when
people in your State and mine are re-
quired to pay such taxes.

I would not be misunderstood. All I
am asking is that people in the District
of Columbia pay their fair share of the
cost of Government and not any more.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 13 minutes to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS].

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, T can
appreciate the sentiment that has been
expressed in this committee this aft-
ernoon. It demonstrates in a small way
the problem your Fiscal Affairs Subcom=-
mittee of the Committee on the District
of Columbia has had over the past sev-
eral weeks. We have heard viewpoints
from this and that one, how they recog-
nize the need for this program, how they
realize that the people of the District
of Columbia must have a public-works
program, but they are not at all pleased
with the method or the manner by which
we are going to raise the money for it.
I am certainly sympathetic with that
attitude because I am not altogether sat-
isfied with everything that is in this bill.
I do not suppose there is a member of
this committee each of whom has worked
so hard on the program for the District
who is a hundred percent satisfied
with it.

We held hearings for days, we tried to
get the viewpoint of all interested par-
ties, individuals, and organizations of the
Distriet of Columbia and the officials.
‘We have tried to bring about a program
upon which the members of this com-
mittee and the Senate committee could
finally come to agreement. It wasa joint
House-Senate committee study and we
have presented, as the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Smrte], said a moment
ago, the best program we could under
the circumstances.

As an example, I was sympathetic to
the Commissioners’ request to the Con-
gress to include an additional authori-
zation of $40 million for loans to provide
these capital improvements. I think
that was a fair approach to some of the
needs when you consider that these im-
provements are going to be utilized over
a period of years, 20 or 30; then why
not as they do in so many other places,
use that method? But the committee
thought, because of the unique circum-
stances, as has been explained, here in
the District of Columbia, that it would
not use that method. Consequently, that
request made by the Commissioners was
not observed. That is just one example.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. TALLE. I wanf to pay my com-
pliments to the gentleman from Arkan=
sas. He has worked very diligently on
this bill as he does on all bills he works
on. Iam glad the gentleman mentioned
that this bill is the result of a joint study.
When the hearings were held gentle-
men of the other body met with gen=-
tlemen from this body in joint hearings,
and this bill represents, therefore, the
united opinion of the gentlemen of the
Senate District Committee and the gen=
tlemen of the House District Committee.
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T am glad the gentleman mentioned that
fact and I should like to emphasize to
all Members that we are presenting the
same bill to the House that will be pre=
sented to the other body.

Mr. HARRIS. Ithank the gentleman.
The reason I mention it is to emphasize
the fact that this is a program growing
out of many days of consideration and a
world of effort by the committee of this
body and the other body in order that
we might in this way, in our delibera-
tions and in our study, come up with
something that there might be as nearly
unanimity of thinking toward the pro-
gram as could be possible between the
two groups.

Something has been said about what
the other body will do. This is our re=
sponsibility over here; however, it was
recognized that it had to be considered
by the other body, so in our delibera-
tions we did try to come up with some-
thing that we could agree on and that
would be the most effective way to solve
8 very difficult problem.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. I want to join with
the gentleman from Iowa in congratu-
lating the gentleman now addressing the
committee and the other members for
the diligent work done on this bill. But
the gentleman did not expect a group of
people who came here with children for
the schools to appear before the commit-=
E:e and advocate an increase in the sales

x?

Mr. HARRIS. We had people appear
in the hearings suggesting that taxes be
obtained for these purposes by additional
sales tax, by an additional tax this way
or that. We had a great many proposals
as to various methods of raising taxes.
‘We had all of these proposals before us
for consideration. Finally one day I told
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee who has done such an outstand-
ing job, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. O'Haral, that about the best way
to get everybody mad at us is to put a
little tax on everybody and spread it all
over the field. I had no idea at that
time that it would be the final result,
But that is simply what we have done.
Consequently we have brought you a bill
that as I repeat I do not like in all par-
ticulars but is the best we could do and
I feel I am justified in asking the mem-
bers of the committee and the Members
of the House to support us in our effort.

Mr. Chairman, some 2 years or more
ago a citizens committee of the District
of Columbia was appointed to make a
study and report to the District Commis-
sioners a program so vitally needed for
the District of Columbia. Did you know
that in this fiscal year there is not one
penny provided for capital improve-
ments of your schools of the District of
Columbia? Did you know that the rea-
son for that is because there is no money
available to appropriate for that pur-
pose? If I remember correctly, the rec-
ord reflects that there is a shortage of
13,000 school rooms in the District of
Columbia.

This citizens committee made a study
and it made a report. It reported a 6-
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year program. The Commissioners took
that report and studied it and they came
up with an 8-year program, and as this
program has progressed, we finally bring
it to you in a 10-year plan to provide
adequate water facilities, sewers, public
health, highways, parks, schools, hos-
pitals, all of the things that are abso=-
lutely necessary to the life of a commu-
nity. Now, after all of these years, after
these many diversified opinions, and
after deliberation and bringing together
those opinions and coming up with a
specific program at this point, can we
afford then, in view of the imperative
need, to send it back to the committee
and say “Go do this over and come up
with another plan providing for tax”?

Why, even the Washington Post now
is for this legislation; that is, they think
that under the circumstances it ought
to be passed, because they know it is
needed. Itis imperative for the District
of Columbia that we do something for it,
and it is the responsibility of this Con-
gress to do something to take care of
these needs. I am not happy about im-
posing taxes; no. No Member is. My
colleague from Louisiana a moment ago
wanted to know how we justified the
action last week with the action here.
There is not a major city in any State
in these United States that is not doing
something about increasing the respon-
sibility on its citizenship to provide that
city with the needed improvements to
take care of the health and welfare and
the education of the people of that com-
munity. That is the reason I have jus-
tified this.

Why, here in the District of Columbia
they think that the increased Federal
share should be as much as 25 percent,
as an example, of a $120 million budget.
There are those as you heard a moment
ago who asked, “Why should we increase
the Federal share at all?” We have got
these extreme viewpoints. Well, what
we have done is this, we have increased
the taxes on the people of the District
and then increased the Federal share in
order to try to equalize it and provide
for this needed program. We have tried
our best to give to you something that
you could take, at least go along with
at this time under the circumstances.

But, here is what we did, too. One
that has concerned me, and that is about
how this additional revenue was going to
be utilized. I wanted to be sure that if
the taxes were going to be increased on
the people of the District, the money
would be utilized for the purposes the
taxes were levied. So, the bill, as was
modified and introduced as a clean bill,
contained a provision that any Federal
share above $15.5 million would have to
be spent on capital improvements and
matched by a similar amount from tax-
ation on the District of Columbia. I am
referring to the general fund. The
committee adopted a motion which I of-
fered to reduce that amount to $12.5
million. We are now providing $12 mil-
lion Federal share, and this bill says
now that all over $12.5 million of Fed-
eral share must be spent for capital im-
provements with at least an equal sum
from taxes from the District of Colum-
bia. That is what we have done in an
effort to be sure that these improvements
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so vitally needed would be provided for
the people not only of the District but
of the United States.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. BONNER. I understand on page
38 of the bill that you are going to double
the cigarette tax.

Mr. HARRIS. The cigarette tax in
the District of Columbia is now 1 cent,
and this makes it 2 cents.

Mr. BONNER. You are going to dou-
ble it?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes.

Mr. BONNER. Then I understand
you are going to put a tax on groceries
that the ordinary man buys at the
grocery store.

Mr. HARRIS. It was decided to in-
clude the groceries.

Mr. BONNER. If the gentleman will
Jjust answer the question.

Mr. HARRIS. If the gentleman will
permit me, I shall answer the question.

Mr. BONNER. It is a fair question.

Mr. HARRIS. Itis, and I will be glad
to answer it.

Mr. BONNER. Groceries that work-
ingmen buy to take home for their little
children.

Mr. HARRIS. The committee decided
to include groceries under a 1-percent
sales tax.

Mr, BONNER. So the gentleman is
going to put a tax right on the food for
little babies. The committee could not
think of anybody in the District of Co=
lumbia, with all the wealth that is here,
whom they could tax, but had to resort
to a tax on the food that goes in liftle
babies’ mouths.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. BoNrER] has made
a very appropriate and acceptable state-
ment. He comes to us and tries to put a
statement in the Recorp that would prej-
udice what the committee has tried to
do. Of course, neither I nor any other
member of the committee wants to im-
pose any tax on little babies in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Perhaps the gentle-
man does not know that out of 32 States
in the United States which have the sales
taxes 22 of them have full sales taxes on
groceries.

Mr. BONNER. Apparently I have
mentioned an item in this bill that is not
s0 pleasing——

Mr. HARRIS. We took that into con-
sideration, as we did all other matters.

Mr. BONNER. I do not care how
many States have such a sales tax. I do
not want to see it carried any further.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman has his
own viewpoint, and all I am trying to do
is to explain that we have done the best
we could.

Mr. BONNER. A year or so ago the
Congress removed certain taxes in the
District that were imposed on those am-
ply able to pay.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Mrs. FRANCES P,
BovrTon].

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I had not expected to speak
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on this bill, but I find myself constrained
to do so as I have been a taxpayer in
the District and the owner of real estate
since 1928, as well as during 2 years of
World War I.

Those of us who take on the respon-
sibility of citizenship in the District, if
we may call it that when there we have
no vote are quite ready to carry a certain
part of the expense of making improve-
ments in the city. One thing that
froubles me mightly is that we, the Con-
gress, have let the city run down. Iam
thinking of the description given by our
esteemed colleague from Nebraska, Dr.
Mrrer, of wooden sewers that have
burst, contaminating whole areas used
for picnicking purposes, and so forth.
That is a great tragedy for which we
must assume blame.

Further also do I want to emphasize
what our distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Smira]
put so exceedingly well; that is, to spread
the responsibility as broadly as possible
for the payment of those expenses which,
when made, will mean that the city of
Washington, the Capital of our country,
will be worthy of that name. It seems
to me that this is very important.

I wonder if hospitals are in this bill,
for I shall never forget my sense of
shame when, years ago, I went to see a
patient at the then Gallinger Hospital,
a patient in a psychiatric ward. I found
that they had only one set of sheets and
pillowcases. They had one thermom-
eter. They had one hot-water bag that
worked. They had two doctors, only one
of whom was on duty because the other
one had to spend most of his time in the
courts. The one on duty was a little bit
of a woman, such a tiny woman. There
was practically no therapeutic care of
patients possible because the building
was so antiquated. It had not been built
for psychiatric patients and patients
could not be carried down the stairs to
the treatment rooms in the basement.
If that had been possible the cabinets
and tubs for quieting treatments could
not be used if it were raining, because
of the possibility of short-circuiting
everything and so electrocuting the pa-
tient, so great was the leakage.

I am happy to say that a very up-and-
coming superintendent of nurses rem-
edied fthe sheet shortage by getting
church societies to make the sheets, the
material being supplied.

% I hope this is not outside the present
i1l.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. I yield
gladly.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I think per-
haps I can correct the gentlewoman be-
cause we do have in here $14 million for
hospitals and public health.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. I am
glad it really is in the bill so that I am
not speaking out of order.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. It is one of
the most vital things in the bill.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Ifisone
of the most vital things in the Disfrict.

I am sure we are agreed that there is
a serious problem in our hospitaliza-
tion and a serious problem in sanitation
here in the District. We are not keep-
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ing ourselves in order. Just from a
woman's standpoint I would like to see
some good housekeeping put into effect
here in the District. I cannot tell you,
Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee and the committee, how deep-
ly grateful I am as a woman and as
taxpaying resident of this community
that you have gone so deeply into the
details, that you have studied the matter
so carefully, and that you bring to us
a bill which we can vote for with con-
fidence and with courage. I trust that
this bill will be passed immediately.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to fhe gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Jonesl.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to speak just for a minute
or two on fhe mofion to recommit, and
to tell you why I think thaf motion
should not be adopfted. I am going fo
make a statement here which might seem
inconsistent. I support the theory that
prompts the motion to recommit. How-
ever, after sitting with the committee
and helping work out the details of this
bill, I found that I was in a minority
because I would have made the sales tax
even more than it is under this bill, for
I feel that is the only way we can bring
more people into paying their propor-
tionate share of the cost of government
in the District of Columbia. So those
people who may have had their minds
made up to support a motion to recom-
mit because they oppose the feature in
the bill which they said was placing a
tax on food are not going to accomplish
their purpose. If you send this bill back
to the committee without any definite
instructions, but merely ask the commit-
tee to study the situation some more, you
are not necessarily going to bring about
a reduction in sales tax; it might even be
more.

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield fo the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. CANFIELD. However, is there
not a big principle involved here? Will
this not be the first time the Congress
has ever laid a tax on groceries taken
home for consumption?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Itmay be the
first time the Congress has voted a tax
of that kind, but I would say that a ma-
jority of the Members of the Congress
come from States which do tax the gro-
ceries. I think you can support this bill
and still be in full agreement with the
legislation in a majority of the States.

I want to reemphasize what the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SmaTH] said
a moment ago: This bill in my opinion
has given relief to the people in the low-
income brackets because we are taking
off the personal property tax, and the
personal income tax does not start until
the income exceeds $4,000. So I think we
have been rather lenient there. Of
eourse, the committee has not done what
the Commissioners would have had us
do. They would like to see a larger Fed-
eral contribution. On the other hand,
I am a minority on the committee again,
and I feel that we have possibly made
this Federal contribution more than it
should be. Those people who talk about
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home rule here in the District of Colum-
bia, I am sure if the people here in the
District had an opportunity to vote, they
would vote for a still larger Federal con-~
tribution. But that does not make it
right. I feel that we should have a
higher real-estate tax here in the Dis-
trict, but again I was in the minority on
the committee, but despite all the times
that I have been in the minority, I real-
ize the difficulty of bringing a bill here
and I do feel that under the chairman-
ship of the able gentleman from Minne-
sota on this subcommittee, I think he
and the other members of the commit-
tee, Judge SmiTH, and Mr, Harris, of Ar-
kansas, and others on the subcommittee
have brought to you a reasonable bill, a
fair bill, and a bill that does not raise
excessive taxes. Still we are insisting
that this money be spenf properly. I
think that is to be taken into account.
In closing, I do want to say that if you
are voting to recommit this bill because
you are opposed to putting on a tax on
food or because of further study, I would
still say the gentleman who is going to
make the motion to recommit has told
you honestly and frankly he feels the
sales tax should be larger. I agree with
him on that, but at the same time I feel
we have a good bill here and one that
should be passed. The motion to recom-
mit should be defeated.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. McMILI AN. The genfleman
knows that I was not in favor of increas-
ing the present sales tax to include food.
I would also like to ask the gentleman if
he thinks that increasing the tax on
gasoline and cigarettes will enable the
District government to collect any addi-
tional revenue.

Mr. JONES of Missourl. Yes, I really
do because we are still not paying any
higher than the prices in Virginia, which
is one of our competitors. I feel on that
basis we are being fair in that respect.

Mr. McMILLAN. Just about 5 years
ago we increased the tax 1 cent on gaso-
line, and we lost hundreds of thousands
of dollars in revenues.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I think the
figures show a definite rise there. Ithink
we must realize that we are a competitor
with the State of Virginia. In other
words, I sleep in Virginia, but I buy my
gasoline here in the District of Columbia
at the present time, and probably if the
price is the same, I would buy it over
there in Virginia. In other words the
resident of the District will have no in-
centive to go outside the District to buy
gasoline.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in concluding debate on
this legislation, I want to point out that
the responsibility will shortly shift from
the committee to the House of Represent-
atives itself. I certainly respect every-
one's viewpoint with reference to any
piece of legislation no matter how widely
I might differ from their viewpoint. But
may I point out to you that we, as the
body of the Congress, charged with the
responsibility under the Constitution and
under our form of government of legis-
lating for the people of the District of
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Columbia do have a real responsibility in
this situation. I realize that to some it
may seem a terrible thing to add a 1=
percent tax to a grocery bill. But I think
it would be pretty terrible also if the wa=-
ter supply of the District of Columbia
became so bad that little babies got
diphtheria or some other serious disease.
I think it also would be a very serious
thing if because of the argument as to
whether you should have private liquor
stores or municipal liquor stores, we
should send this bill back to the com-
mittee, which would mean the defeat of
the bill. I think it is highly important
that all of the problems of the District
be treated intelligently. Some of the
gentlemen who have spoken have said
that they were not pleased with all of
the provisions of this bill. Let me say
to you in all candor neither am I satis-
fied with all of the provisions of the bhill,
but we have had to reconcile as much as
we could the differences between the
joint committees of both the Senate and
the House, as we did when it was re-
turned to the District Committee. There
were two small amendments before the
District of Columbia Committee with
which I differed with my colleagues.
However, the majority of the committee
felt they should be agreed to. Never-
theless, I am thoroughly in support of
this legislation, because I have been here
long enough to realize that all legislation
is the result of compromise.

Mr, McMILLAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield to
the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. I wonder if the gen-
tleman can tell me something about this
1-cent tax on cigarettes. Does the gen-
tleman realize that you also have a 10-
cent tax on every pack of cigarettes that
is sold?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Oh, I
realize that, as there is on gasoline and
a lot of other things.

Mr. McMILLAN. Just about twice as
much as the farmer gets out of a pack
of cigarettes.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. VYes. I
get tired every time we have a tax bill.
The first four things they talk about are
cigarettes, gasoline, beer, and liquor. I
get tired of all that, but I cannot help
feeling my responsibility as a member
of the District of Columbia Committee in
maintaining our Nation's Capital, both
as to water and sanitation, schools, and
all of the other responsibilities that are
ours in passing on these problems, I do
not like sales taxes, I see my friend from
Ohio. I have gone through the gentle-
man’s State for a number of years, and
every time I eat a meal there I pay a
good, healthy sales tax. But I do not
complain about that. Twenty-two
States out of 32 have a sales tax on gro-
ceries, up to 3 percent. Those States
have not fallen apart on account of that.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio, Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota, I yield.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I object to a sales
tax on groceries taken home for con-
sumption. But that was not the ques-
tion I wanted to ask the gentleman. I
am frying to get some information. I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

have heard a lot about the Federal Gov=
ernment’s share. Can the gentleman
tell me what percent of the real estate
in the District is owned by the Federal
Government?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes. The
Federal Government owns 48.2 percent
of the real estate.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Now what per-
cent of the total cost of running this
District Government is this $20 million
that some people think is too much?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I think it
is about one-eighth; one-seventh or one-
eighth.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. In other words,
the Federal Government owns 42 percent
of the property and pays 12 percent
of the taxes?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. About
that. At one time it paid 50 percent,
I will say to the gentleman. Then it
was reduced to 40 percent, and finally it
has gotten down to about 7 or 8 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota.
the gentleman from Maine.

Mr. HALE. One type of food that goes
into the mouths of babies is milk. Is
the gentleman aware whether the pro-
duction of milk is taxed at any point?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. It is not
my understanding that it is taxed.

Mr. HALE. Is the ownership of the
cows taxable?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Yes.

Mr. HALE. The ownership of land on
which the cows feed and graze?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Certainly
it is taxable. But I was thinking of the
raw product.

Mr. HALE. Is there a quart of milk
sold anywhere in the United States on
which taxes are not an important ele-
ment of the cost?

Mr., O'HARA of Minnesota. That is
true. In other words, under this bill
if a fellow owned a cow in the District
of Columbia he would not be paying any
personal-property tax on that cow,
though.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I believe
he would pay a tax on his cow.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Another
thing, I think the gentleman from Ohio
may have left the wrong impression on
the minds of some people about this per-
centage of real estate owned by the Fed-
eral Government. You do not want to
imply that this total contribution of the
Federal Government was just a small
portion of the real estate tax, because
that would be the only basis upon which
you could make the comparison as sug-
gested by the gentleman from Ohio.
The Federal Government is making a
generous contribution, not to mention
the many services that we are giving
the Distriet and the people living therein
which are not included in the Federal
contribution.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield, since this seems
to refer to me?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I yield.

I yield to
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Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman
apparently defines “generosity” differ-
ently than I do. I do not think the
Federal Government is very generous
in its contribution.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. There is cer-
tainly a difference of opinion.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I would
like to say, speaking of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and in conclusion, that I think
the Federal Government should increase,
and I feel very strongly that they should
increase, their contribution.

Let me say in conclusion that I feel
relieved in discharging a responsibility
which has been that of the committee
to you of the Congress here and the
Members of this body, and I do urge
you—this is good, sound legislation—to
vote down the motion to recommit, and
to pass this bill.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. T yield.

Mr. HALLECK. I wish to commend
the gentleman as chairman of the sub-
committee and the chairman of the full
committee, and all members of the com-
mittee who have worked so well and so
efficiently in bringing this bill to the
floor. I think it certainly is a good job,
and I want to commend the committee
for it.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. I thank
the gentleman,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired;
all time for general debate has expired.

Under the rule, the bill is considered
as having been read for amendment.
No amendment to the bill is in order
except amendments offered by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co=
lumbia.

The Clerk will report the committee
amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 28, line 22, preceding “(d)" strike
the word “and.”

On page 28, line 283, strike the period and
insert the following: “; and (e) class E is
amended to read ‘Class E. Motor vehicles not
propelled by gasoline, double the fees for
similar vehicles propelled by gasoline, other
than motor vehicles used for the transpor-
tation of passengers'.”

On page 82, line 3, insert a quotation mark
at the beginning of line.

On page 32, line 11, strike “15,500,000"” and
insert *“12,500,000."

On page 32, line 18, strike the word “this"
and insert in lieu thereof “the preceding.”

On page 37, line 8, strike “$1.75" and insert
“$1.50."

On page 48, line 15, strike “2 cents” and
insert “1 cent.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN., Are there fur-
ther committee amendments?

There being none, under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose: and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Gross, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 8097) to authorize the financing
of a program of public-works construc=
tion for the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 479, he reported the bill back
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to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the
previous question is considered as or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en grosse.

The amendments were agreed to.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Omne hundred and
fifty Members are present, not a quo-
rum.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 37]
Albert Green Neal
Battle Gwinn O'Brien, N, Y,
Becker Hand O'Konski
Bentley Harrison, Va. Osmers
Bonin Hart Patman
Boykin Heller Patten
Bramblett Hess Patterson
Brown, Ohio Hillings Powell
Buckley Holt Radwan
Celler Holtzman Reed, N. Y,
Chelf Howell Regan
Chudoft Hunter Richards
Clardy Javits Riehlman
Colmer Jensen Rivers
Condon Jones, Ala. Roberts
Corbett Judd Rooney
Cotton Eearney Roosevelt
Coudert Kelley, Pa. Scott
Delaney Keogh Shelley
Dingell Klein Smith, Kans.
Dodd Krueger Steed
Dollinger Laird Stringfellow
Donovan Lucas Taylor
Dorn, N. Y. Lyle Tuck
Evins McConnell Velde
Fine McCulloch Vinson
Fino Mack, Wash. Weichel
Fogarty Martin, Iowa Wharton
Graham Mason Wilson, Ind.
Granahan Morgan Winstead

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 343
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC
WORKS ACT OF 1954

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman
from South Carolina opposed to the bill?

Mr. McMILLAN, I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman quali=-
fies. The Clerk will report the motion
to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. McMiLran moves to recommit the bill
H. R. 8097 to the Committee on the District

of Columbia for further study on the tax
problem involved.
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Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question on
the motion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on a
motion to recommit. :

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were denied.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

TAX RELIEF AND TAX EVASION

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks and to include 3 editorials.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, there
must be a stopping point somewhere in
enacting tax-relief proposals. If we
spend money, we must in turn tax our
people to pay for such outlays in gov-
ernmental costs. To cut taxes further
at this time is unwarranted. Instead,
our thoughts and energies should be di-
rected to keeping governmental expendi-
tures in balance with receipts.

It would be a great thing if the coun-
try were in a position at this time to
inerease individual exemptions or to
offer other forms of tax relief in addi-
tion to the recent enactments. Such ac-
tion would be well received by the tax-
payer.

In the last few months quite a lot of
tax relief has been offered the American
taxpayer. The total of this relief is
$7,300,000,000 after taking into consid-
eration the reductions carried in the bill
just passed. The first reduction was 10
percent on income taxes which relieved
the taxpaying public of $3 billion. The
excess-profits-tax legislation cut down
the revenue by a sizable figure. In ad-
dition, only last week the excise-tax-re-
duction bill trimmed, by 50 percent,
taxes on jewelry, furs, luggage, cosmet-
ies, transportation fare, theater admis-
sions, telephone and telegraph services,
as well as other items.

Solvency and the well-being of the
Nation's economy was the issue when
the House rejected the motion to recom-
mit the tax bill, which motion would have
removed the provision respecting double
taxation of dividends and would have
increased the personal exemption from
$600 to $700. It was a tense House that
rejected the recommittal motion by a
close vote of 210 to 204, The minority
Democratic spokesman argued that the
way to bring tax relief was to increase
the personal-tax exemption by $100.
The majority Members countered with
the argument that the bill before the
House was a tax revision bill and not
a tax reduction bill. The bill, as re=
ported from the Committee on Ways
and Means, offered relief for working
mothers, eredit for retirement income,
raised allocations for medieal services,
and eliminated hundreds of inequities in
our present tax statutes. The bill pro-
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vided savings to the individual taxpayer
of some $800 million and gave consid-
erable relief to business. The motion
to recommit had the effect of gaining
$230 million by striking out the provi-
sion in the bill dealing with dividends
and would lose $2,400,000,000 in revenue
by increasing personal exemptions.

It is essential and necessary that ap-
propriations be made for the national
defense here and abroad to secure the
Nation against attack. Adequate capi-
tal for Commodity Credit Corporation
should be provided so that agricultural
commodities may be supported. Flood-
control projects, highway and other pub-
lic works, as well as the cost of all phases
of governmental activities, must be pro-
vided. The national debt has climbed
to the unprecedented height of $272 bil-
lion. The deficit in the current fiscal
year which ends on June 30, 1954, is
$9 billion. The budget which was sent
to Congress by the Chief Executive for
the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1954,
is expected to exceed the amount of in-
take by more than $2 billion. One of
the greatest problems that faces our
people is to make sure that the dollar
will not continue to depreciate and there-
by blot out the savings that have been
accumulated through the years.

I include as part of my remarks edi-
torials appearing in the Memphis Com-
mercial Appeal and the Memphis Press=
Scimitar:

[From the Memphis Commercial Appeal of
March 20, 1954]
Goop SENSE WiINS

Members of the House of Representatives
have approved, by a narrow margin, a sensi=
ble pace in tax reduction.

The pull toward faster reductions during
this election year is tremendous. Hope that
& majority of voters will see inflation and
higher real cost in failure to pay the cost of
Government is, in a way, a vote of confi-
dence in maturity of the public thinking.

The issue was whether the first $600 a
year of income should be exempt from Fed-
eral income tax, or the figure should be
raised now to $700. The Republican Party
leadership took a stand for holding the $600
level and only 10 Republican House Members
disagreed. The Democratic Party undertook
to reduce Federal Treasury income by ex-
empting another $100 of income from the
tax, and all but 9 of the party’s House mem=-
bers agreed. The net result was a margin
of 6 for delaying this form of tax relief at
least another year.

The administration proposal accepted by
the House and now before the Senate limits
this year's tax reductions to about 1.4 billion.
It is a sizable reduction in view of the fact
that inflation still is a danger, with income
smaller than outgo.

It recognizes the “baby-sitter” expense of
working widows, by allowing Income of $600
a year to be exempt from Federal income
tax if a widow, widower or legally separated
parent has that much child care expense.

It allows deductions for medical and
dental expenses to begin when they reach
3 percent of income, in place of the old rule
that consideration for these expenses began
at 5 percent.

There is mercy for the parents of college-
age children who have had to stop working
when their parttime or summer earnings
reach $599, at the peril of sharply higher
taxes for the parents.

There is consideration for the aged in
allowing those over 65 freedom from Federal
income taxes on retirement incomes up to
$1,200 & year.
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There is building for the future in allow-
ing farmers to deduct 20 percent of soll=-
conservation expenses.

Investment of corporation stocks is en-
couraged by removal of taxation on the first
$50 in dividends this year and the first $100
next year. This clause of the proposal has
reductions which become smaller as the size
of the dividends mounts.

Faster depreciation of business property
valuations for tax purposes is offered as en-
couragement to expansion of the plants that
provide the Nation’s industrial payrolls.

Both parties want to reduce the wartime
level of taxes as quickly as possible. It is a
question of how fast they can be reduced.

In the Senate the Democratic leadership
still advocates allowing 800 of this year’s in-
come to go untaxed and $1,000 next year.
They have lost the fight for a $700 exemption
in the House, but have hopes of an even
higher exemption in the Senate.

The vote will be close. Public reaction to
the House vote, if it reaches the Senators in
time, could be decisive. We believe the pub-
lic has seen enough of inflation to accept the
administration’s schedule for lowering taxes.

[From the Memphis Press-Scimitar of
March 16, 1954]

PeRsSONAL EFFECTS OF TAX CUTs

In his tax speech to the Nation last night,
President Elsenhower, as he said at the out-
set, was dealing with a question of personal
and direct concern to all of us.

Any change in the tax rates, of course,
affects everyone. But the effect is not always
jmmediate or direct. Often the indirect,
long-range effects are more potent.

This is the case with the tax-cut pro-

which go before the House this week.
Over and beyond the administration’s own
tax-reduction program, these proposals
would trim everybody's income tax by rais-
ing the exemption and even would relieve
millions from paying any taxes at all.

To these people, that would mean a few
extra bucks in the pocket—this year.

But in the long run it would mean fewer
dollars in the pocket. Because the Govern-
ment would have to borrow just that much
more and, sooner or later, what's borrowed
has to be pald back, with interest.

There also is a short-haul, and very per-
sonal, effect of the kind of tax-cut rage
which now seems to have seized Congress.

Government borrowing is inflationary. The
more of it there is the more inflationary.
So that an overly deep tax reduction which
creates rising Government deficits actually
could—and probably would—take more
money out of a taxpayer’s pockets than it
leaves. It would take it away from» him in
higher prices for the things he buys.

The President’s purpose, of course, in de-
livering last night speech was to arouse pub-
lie support for his program, and thus stop the
short-sighted, deficit-making tax-cut craze
current in Congress. But the soundness of
his speech did not make it stirring, and it
is not human nature to react militantly
against an offer of pie in the sky.

All the arithmetic and logic, nevertheless,
are on the President's side.

[From the Memphis Press-Scimitar of March
20, 1954]
COUNTRY ABOVE PARTY

We are for the two-party system.

It makes democracy practical, yet helps
preserve the checks and balances necessary
to preserve our freedoms.

Often, consclentious Congress Members can
honestly maintain that they are serving
their country best by following their party
line. But times come when they must take
their stand on the basis of the best interests
of the country and the people as a whole
instead of on the basis of what seems best
at the moment for the party.
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We believe Representative E. C. GATHINGS,
Democrat of Arkansas, met the test properly
in one of these times, when he voted against
the Democrat-sponsored proposal to raise
income tax exemptions from $600 to $700.

“Such action would be inflationary,” Rep=-
resentative GaTHiNGs sald—meaning that the
result would not be an actual tax cut, but
would devalue the dollar so as actually to
take away as much as it seems to give
and maybe more.

President Elsenhower made another good
point against increasing exemptions the
other night; such increases would remove
millions from the tax rolls entirely, and it
is not good to have a big bloc of citizens who
pay no Federal taxes. The tax burden should
be shared proportionately by all able to pay.
Not only is that the fair thing, but also there
will be more interest in keepin; government
good if all citizens have a financial stake
in it.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. GATHINGS asked and was
granted permission to address the House
for 25 minutes on Thursday next, fol-
lowing the legislative business of the
day and any other special orders here-
tofore entered.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing today a House Concurrent
Resolution ealling for the establishment
of a Joint Committee on Central Intel-
ligence, This resolution is identical to
one introduced in the Senate on March
10 by Senator MAanNsrFIELD and cospon-
sored by 20 other Senators from both
parties, including Mr. BARrRerT, MTI.
Burge, Mr. BurLer of Maryland, Mr.
CAPEHART, Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. DANIEL,
Mr. GeorGe, Mr. GiLLETTE, Mr. HuMm-
PHREY, Mr., JounsoN of Colorado, Mr.
JorwsToN of South Carolina, Mr. KiL-
GORE, Mr. LEamanN, Mr., MAYBANK, MTr.
MAarTIN, Mr. Munpr, Mr. Murray, MTr.
NeeLy, Mr. PasTorE, and Mr. FULBRIGHT.

For some time I have been aware of
the problems of dealing wisely with the
needs of and guidance for the Central
Intelligence Agency. With our Govern-
ment established on a basis of checks
and balances between the executive,
judicial, and legislative branches, the
strong interdependence between the
three renders ultimate control of policy
and direction in policy matters respon-
sive to the people. A governmental
agency under the executive branch that,
of necessity, operates in an area of super-
secrecy as does the CIA is bound to cre-
ate criticism of its operations which may
often be unjustified and misunderstood.

When the CIA was established in 1947,
most Americans realized that the United
States was confronted with an enemy
ideological and military, who would use
any means to destroy our freedom. In-
formation and intelligence on the capa-
bilities and intentions of such an enemy
became imperative, particularly in view
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of the development of atomic energy.
Yet, even with the clear need for some
such an agency as CIA, many harbored
sincere doubts as to whether such an
organization had any permanent place
in a democracy in peacetime.

The need for the Central Intelligence
Agency is no longer questioned to any
appreciable degree and I am certainly
not advocating that any radical changes
be made in its operation now. What I
am concerned with is the position of
CIA, which makes the Agency respon-
sible to none but the National Security
Council, which in turn represents the
executive branch, solely.

There has been almost no congres-
sional inspection of the CIA since its
formation in 1947. It is apparent that
had a clear need for a permanent intel-
ligence coordinating operation been gen-
erally accepted in 1946, some provision
for congressional participation and re-
view within the committee structure of
the Congress would have been provided
by the Reorganization Act of 1846 to
cover the CIA. As it is now CIA is com=~
pletely relieved from practically every
traditional congressional check. Con-
trol of its expenditures is exempt from
many of the provisions of law that pre-
vent financial abuses in other Govern=
ment agencies. Its appropriations are
hidden in allotments to other bureaus
and the Bureau of the Budget does not
report CIA’s personnel strength to Con-
gress. Only a handful of Members in
either House see even the appropriation
figures. The only review of the Agency’s
operation is a briefing supplied to a
few members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee,

Mr. Speaker, I agree that an intelli-
gence agency must maintain complete
secrecy to be effective. If clandestine
sources of information are not protected
much of the efficiency of any intelligence
operation is lost. Secrecy for intelli-
gence’s sake is a far different thing than
secrecy for secrecy's sake. As the CIA
operates today we have no way of know-
ing whether we have an efficient opera=
tion or not. Secrecy now veils every-
thing it does—its cost, its successes or
failures, its size, its area of operation.
Attempts to get information along these
lines is met with a resistance not en-
countered in any other field of Govern-~
ment operation, today.

I do not think it would hinder the
operation of CIA to subject it to the same
type of intelligently administered con-
gressional supervision that exists for the
Atomic Energy Commission. The AEC
is certainly operating in a field that re-
quires, and rightly so, the highest de-
gree of secrecy and it is not subject to
the abuses of unwarranted attacks or
premature disclosures of classified in-
formation by uncoordinated investiga-
tions by a number of congressional com-
mittees that could conceivably have an
interest in its operations. The establish-
ment of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy has functioned extremely well in
this similar area and has not only aided
the Atomic Energy program but by its
very existence has protected the secrecy
under which the AEC operates while still
safeguarding the interests of the Con-
gress and the taxpayers.
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The resolution I am introducing would
provide for a joint committee composed
of 5 Members of the House appointed
by the Speaker and 5 Members of the
Senate appointed by the President of the
Senate. In both Houses not more than
3 Members would be of the same party.
The committee would function in the
same manner and under the same gen-
eral rules of procedure that govern the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere opinion
that this committee is of extreme im-
portance and should be established as
soon as possible.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 69

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That there is
hereby established a Joint Committee on
Central Intelligence to be composed of b
Members of the Senate to be appointed by
the President of the Senate and 5 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives to be
appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives. In each instance not more
than three members shall be members of the
same political party.

Sgc. 2. The joint committee shall make
continuing studies of the activities of the
Central Intelligence Agency and of problems
relating to the gathering of intelligence af-
fecting the national security and of its coor-
dination and utilization by the various de-
partments, agencies, and instrumentalities
of the Government. The Central Intelli-
gence Agency shall keep the joint commit-
tee fully and currently informed with respect
to its activities. All bills, resolutions, and
other matters in the Senate or the House
of Representatives relating primarily to the
Central Intelligence Agency shall be referred
to the joint committee.

The members of the joint committee who
are Members of the Senate shall from time
to time report to the Senate, and the mem-
bers of the joint committee who are Members
of the House of Representatives shall from
time to time report to the House, by bill or
otherwise, their recommendations with re-
spect to matters within the jurisdiction of
their respective Houses which are (1) referred
to the joint committee or (2) otherwise
within the jurisdiction of the joint com-
mittee.

Sec. 3. Vacancles in the membership of the
joint committee shall not affect the power
of the remaining members to execute the
functions of the joint committee, and shall
be filled in the same manner as in the case
of the original selection. The jolnt commit-
tee shall select a chairman and a vice chair-
man from among its members.

Sec. 4. The joint committee, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author-
ized to hold such hearings, to sit and act at
such places and times, to require, by sub-
pena or otherwise, the attendance of such
witnesses and the production of such books,
papers, and documents, to administer such
oaths, to take such testimony, to procure
such printing and binding, and to make such
expenditures as it deems advisable. The cost
of stenographic services to report such hear-
ings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per
hundred words.

Sec. 5. The joint committee is empowered
to appoint such experts, consultants, tech-
nicians, and clerical and stenographic assist-
ants as it deems necessary and advisable.
The committee is authorized to utilize the
services, information, facilities, and personnel
of the departments and establishments of
the Government,

Sec. 8. The expenses of the joint commit-
tee, which shall not exceed § Pper year,
shall be paid one-half from the contingent
fund of the Senate and one-half from the
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contingent fund of the House of Representa-
tives upon vouchers signed by the chairman,
Disbursements to pay such expenses shall
be made by the Secretary of the Senate out
of the contingent fund of the Senate, such
contingent fund to be reimbursed from the
contingent fund of the House of Representa-
tives in the amount of one-half of the dis-
bursements so made.

GIVE GOVERNMENT FOOD TO
AMERICA'S NEEDY

The SPEAEKER. Under previous or-
der of the House the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. AncerLL] is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I intro-
duced H. R. 8351 on March 11, 1954,

U. 8. Department of Agriculture, Commodily
commodities as of Mar. 10, 1954, based o
commodity divisions and offices
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which has for its purpose to provide sup-
plemental benefits for individuals re-
ceiving aid under the programs of old-
age assistance, aid to dependent chil-
dren, aid to the blind, and aid to the
totally and permanently disabled as pro-
vided under the Social Security Act. A
similar bill, S. 3092, was introduced in
the Senate and was sponsored by a large
number of Senators.

I have always felt that it is ill-advised
to have permitted immense quantities of
foods and other staples essential for the
welfare of our citizens to accumulate and
in many instances to deteriorate or spoil,
rendering them worthless for human use.
Indeed in many instances under previous
administrations large quantities of food
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were destroyed. We all recall when
huge quantities of potatoes were satu-
rated with gasoline rendering them unfit
for human consumption.

The following report shows huge sur-
pluses now held by the Federal Govern-
ment as of March 10, 1954:

It will be noted in dairy commodities
alone, the Federal Government has in
stock or purchases uncommitted butter,
301,446,000 pounds; cheese 312,802,000
pounds and milk 522,128,000 pounds.
Why should not our needy citizens be
permitted to receive a fair distribution of
these foods so much needed by them and
which otherwise they are unable to
obtain?

There are millions of worthy citizens
in the United States in the groups which
this bill seeks to help who are living on a
meager income and in many ecases in-
sufficient to meet their minimum needs

purchase less

for health and comfort. It seems inde-
fensible that this Government with its
outstanding productive facilities and
capacity should permit these worthy
citizens to be in want for the very sur-
plus products they need and which are
held in storage by the Federal Govern-
ment. The enormous storage bill alone
on these products is staggering, aver-
aging approximately $15 million a month.
Under the provisions of this bill in-
creased domestic consumption of agri-
cultural food products is provided by
establishing a program whereby the
monthly benefit payments of such indi-
viduals will be supplemented by the issu-
ance of certificates which may be trans-
ferred to retail food products dealers in
exchange for surplus agricultural food
products, at prevailing market prices.
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Under the provisions of the bill the
Secretary of Agriculture would have au-
thority to determine each month the
agricultural commodities held by the
Government which could be released to
satisfy domestic demands without de-
pressing the market price. Individuals
receiving assistance for monthly bene-
fits would be entitled to receive as a sup-
plemental benefit each month, in addi-
tion to those they would already re-
ceive, $10 in face amount of surplus food
certificates to be applied by the respec-
tive individuals toward purchase price
of the agricultural surplus food products.

It is clear that such a program in-
creasing domestic consumption of sur-
plus agricultural food products would
solve the problem now facing the Gov-
ernment with these huge surpluses piling
up from day to day, and would most
importantly, provide the necessities of
life to these large groups of worthy citi-
zens who are in need. ‘These low in-
come groups, most of whom are depend-
ing on public benefits, find themselves
in an economic squeeze between the con-
tinued high cost of living and the lack of
funds with which to meet their meager
requirements.

I most sincerely hope that this bill or
legislation of a similar type will be en-
acted by this Congress in order not only
to solve the problem of the disposition
of the enormous surpluses piling up un-
der the Commodity Credit support pro-
gram but to relieve the hardship and
suffering of millions of needy citizens.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Scorr (at the request of Mr.
ARreNDS), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. NeaL (at the request of Mr. CAN-
FIELD), for today and tomorrow, March
22 and 23, on account of death in family,

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

By unanimous consent permission to
extend remarks in the ReEcorp, or to re-
vise and extend remarks, was granted to:

Mr. HOSMER.

Mr. CurTis of Missouri.

Mr. Ropino (at the request of Mr.
LanE).

Mr. BURDICE.

Mr. HorrmaN of Michigan,

Mr. BARRETT.

Mr. WiLris and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr, GENTRY.

Mr. BENDER in three instances.

Mr, WESTLAND,

Mr. SHAFER

Mr Mm.rmi.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Senate
of the following title was taken from
the Speaker’s table and, under the rule,
referred as follows:

8. Con. Res, 70. Concurrent resolution fa-
voring the designation and observance of
March 7 of each year as Friendship Day; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

8.179. An act for the rellef of Insun Lee;

S.214. An act for the relief of Geraldine B,
Mathews and Ruth H. Haller;

B. 1548. An act to provide for the exchange
between the United States and the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico of certain lands
and interests in lands in Puerto Rico;

S.2108. An act for the relief of Lieselotte
Sommer; and

8.2151. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ala
Olejcak (nee Holubowa).

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 25 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Tuesday, March 23, 1954, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1373. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a report on con-
tracts negotiated for research and develop-
ment projects, and industrial mobilization
type projects, pursuant to sections 2 (c)
(11) and 2 (¢) (16) of Public Law 413, 80th
Congress; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

1374. A letter from the Secretary of the
Alr Force, transmitting a draft of legislation
entitled “A bill to repeal certaln laws relat-
ing to professional examinations for promo-
tion of medical, dental, and veterinary offi-
cers of the Army and Air Force;" to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1375. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting two proposed
awards of concession permits to Robert Es-
linger and Maxine Lambert which will, when
approved by the regional director, region 1,
National Park Service, authorize the sale of
firewood at camp grounds in Great Smoky
Mountains National Park, Tenn., for the pe-
riod April 15, 1954, to October 31, 1954; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

1376. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting one copy each
of certain bills passed by the Legislative As-
sembly of the Virgin Islands and the Mu-
nicipal Council of St. Croix, pursuant to sec-
tion 16 of the Organic Act of the Virgin Is-
lands of the United States approved June 22,
1936; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

1377. A letter from the Asslstant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a copy of a law
enacted by the Second Guam Legislature,
pursuant to section 19 of Public Law 630, 81st
Congress, the Organic Act of Guam; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

1378. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy for Alr, transmitting the
third semiannual report of contracts, in ex-
cess of 50,000, for research, development and
experimental purposes awarded by the De-
partment of the Navy, for the period July 1
through December 31, 1953, pursuant to sec-
tion 4 of Public Law 557, 82d Congress; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1379. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting the 12th semiannual report of
the International educational exchange pro-
gram of the Department of State, for the
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period July 1 to December 31, 1953, pursuant
to section 1008 of Public Law 402, 80th Con-
; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
1380. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill entitled “A bill to amend sec-
tion 1 (d) of the Hellum Act (50 U. S. C.,
sec. 161 (d)) and to repeal section 3 (13) of
the act entitled ‘An act to amend or repeal
certain Government property laws, and for
other purposes,’” approved October 31, 1851
(65 Stat. 701)"; to the Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, pursuant
to the order of the House of March 18,
1954, the following bill was reported on
March 19, 1954:

Mr. TABER: Commiitee on Appropria-
tions. H. R. 8481. A bill making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1954, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1372).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROWN of Ohilo: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 479. A resolution
for consideration of H. R. 8037, a bill to au-
thorize the financing of a program of public
works construction for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1373). Referred to
the House Calendar,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 480. A resolution
for consideration of H. R. 8152, a bill to ex~
tend to June 30, 1955, the direct home and
farmhouse loan authority of the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs under title III
of the Servicemen’'s Readjustment Act of
1944, as amended, to make additional funds
available therefor, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1374). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

[Submitted March 22, 1954]

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Publie
Works. House Concurrent Resolution 214.
Concurrent resolution expressing the sense
of Congress that the Sanitary Engineering
Center, Cincinnati, Ohio, should be known
as the “Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering
Center"”; without amendment (Rept. No.
1377). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture.
H. R. 6711. A bill to further amend section
13 of the Federal Farm Loan Act, as amended,
to authorize the Federal land banks to make
a bulk purchase of certaln remaining assets
of the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1378). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota: Committee on
Interstate and Commerce. H. R.
7380. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to reconvey certain property
which the city of Boulder, Colo., donated to
the Secretary of Commerce for the establish-
ment of a radio propagation laboratory; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1379). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. REED of Illinols: Committee on the
Judiciary. S.24. An act to permit review of
decisions of Government contracting officers
involving questions of fact arising under
Government contracts in cases other than
those in which fraud is alleged, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1380).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 2009.
A bill to authorize the sale of certain land in
Alaska to the Ninilchik Hospital Assoclation,
of Ninilchik, Alaska, for use as a hospital
site and related purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1375). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House,

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 2016.
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to sell certain land to the Board of
National Missions of the Presbyterian Church
in the United States of Ameriea; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1376). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, pursuant
to the order of the House of March 18,
1954, the following bill was introduced
on March 19, 1954:

By Mr. TABER:

H. R. 8481. A bill making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1954, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

[Introduced and referred March 22, 1954]

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AYRES:

H. R. 8482. A bill to increase the amount of
guaranty by the Veterans’ Administration on
certain home loans made pursuant to the
Bervicemen’'s Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. CARRIGG:

H.R.8483. A bill to make affiliation with
the Communist Party of the United States
unlawful; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.8484. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide
imported into the United States will continue
to be exempt from duty; to thée Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EDMONDSON: 1

H. R. 8485. A bill to increase the amount of
guaranty by the Veterans’ Administration on
certain home loans made pursuant to the
Bervicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, as
amended; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R.8486. A bill to amend section 502 of
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944,
s0 as to increase the maximum amount in
which farm realty loans may be guaranteed
thereunder; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H. R. 8487, A bill to amend the act of June
19, 1948, to provide for censuses of manu-
factures, mineral industries, and other busi-
nesses, relating to the year 1954; to the Com=-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HOSMER:

H.R.8488. A bill to restore eligibility of
certain citizens or subjects of Germany or
Japan to receive benefits under veterans’
laws; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. MILLER of Maryland:

H.R.B8489. A bill to accelerate considera-
tlon by the courts of criminal proceedings
involving treason, esplonage, sabotage, sedi-
tlon, and subversive activities, and to in-
crease to 15 years the statute of limitations
applicable to such offienses; to the Committee
on the Judleiary.

Cc——231
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By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.B490. A bill to appropriate money
for the construction of the Calumet-Sag
Channel, Ill., and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. OSTERTAG:

H. R.8491. A bill to amend the Soclal Se-
curity Act to provide increased old-age in-
surance benefits upon retirement for indi-
viduals who continue in covered employment
beyond retirement age, and to reduce from
75 to T0 the age beyond which deductions
will not be made from benefits on account
of outside earnings; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.8492. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to provide that transfers of real prop-
erty from certain Government corporations
to other Government agencies shall not op-
erate to remove such real property from local
tax rolls; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. WESTLAND:

H.R.8493. A bill to provide an adequate,
balanced, and orderly flow of milk and dairy
products in interstate and foreign commerce;
to stabilize prices of milk and dairy prod-
ucts; to impose a stabilization fee on the
marketing of milk and butterfat, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. YORTY:

H. R. 8494. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. COOLEY:

H.R. 8485. A bill to promote the agricul-
ture of the United States by acquiring and
diffusing useful information regarding agri-
culture in foreign countries and the market-
ing of Amerlcan agricultural commodities,
and the products thereof, outside of the
United States; to authorize the creation of
an Agricultural Forelgn Service in the De-
partment of Agriculture, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture,

' By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri:

H. R. 8496. A bill to amend H. R. 8300, an
act to revise the internal revenue laws of
the United States; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H.R. 8497. A bill to facilitate the entry of
certain nationals on a reciprocal basis in the
interest of trade and commerce; to the Com=
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PHILLIPS:

H.R.8498. A bill authorizing construction
of works to reestablish for the Palo Verde
Irrigation District, California, a means of di-
version of its irrigation water supply from
the Colorado River, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Aflairs.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

H.R.8499. A bill to amend and revise the
laws relating to immigration, naturalization,
nationality, and citizenship, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KEARNEY:

H. J. Res. 477. Joint resolution placing in-
dividuals who served in the temporary forces
of the United States Navy during the Span=-
ish-American War In the same status as those
individuals who served in the Army for equal
periods of time during that war and who
were given furloughs or leaves upon being
mustered out of the service; to the Commit=
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BOSCH:

H. J. Res. 478. Joint resolution directing
the Civil Aeronautics Board and the Federal
Air Coordinating Committee of the Depart=
ment of Commerce to carefully investigate
the so-called Rome convention limiting pay-
ment arising out of ground accidents caused
by overseas air commerce; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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By Mr. BROWNSON:

H. Con. Res. 217. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing a Joint Committee on Central In-
telligence; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts:

H. Con. Res. 218. Concurrent resolution fa=
voring the walver of State residence reguire-
ments in elections of Federal officials; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. SHAFER:

H. Con. Res. 219. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress as to use
of funds appropriated by the Congress for
rehabilitation of the Republic of Korea for
the encouragement of private enterprise in
said Republic of Korea; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred, as
follows:

By the SPEAEKER: Memorlal of the Legis=-
lature of the State of Arizona, memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
States relative to the establishment of an
Air Force Academy in Arizona; to the Come=
mittee on Armed Services.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Michigan, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to their senate concurrent resolution
No. 21, requesting the Air Force of the United
States to establish a national Air Academy at
Fort Custer and to utilize the facilities of
the Percy Jones Army Hospital; to the Com=
mittee on Armed Services.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. BENDER:

H. R. 8500. A bill for the relief of Bruno D.
Corasaniti; to the Committee on the.
Judieiary.

By Mr. FORRESTER:

H. R. 8501. A bill to provide for the convey=
ance of certain land in Sumter County, Ga.,.
to the Americus and Sumter County Chams=
ber of Commerce; to the Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations.

H. R. 8502. A bill to authorize the advance=
ment on the retired list of Lt. Vincent P.
MecCauley to the grade of captain; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin:

H. R.8503. A bill for the relief of Nicholas
M. Papadopoulos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MACK of Washington:

H.R.8504. A bill for the relief of Mira
Domenika Grgurinovich; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MASON:

H. R. 8505. A bill for the relief of Josephine

Bianconi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R.8506. A bill for the relief of Paul E.

Sevigny; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PRESTON:

H.R.8507. A bill for the relief of Akiko
Roberta Nishimura; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H. R, 8508. A bill for the relief of Colum=
bus C. Collins; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. SCHENCK:

H.R.8509. A bill for the relief of Miriam
Shrek Reid; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SHORT:

H.R.8510. A bill for the relief of Andrew
Wing-Huen Tsang; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.8511, A bill for the relief of Kim
Dong Ho; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. SIEES:
‘H.R.8512. A bill for the relief of Isaac
David Cosson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

572. By Mr. GOODWIN: Resolution of the
members of the Somerville Board of Alder-
men, Somerville, Mass., recording themselves
as favoring the right to vote for 18-year-olds
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in State and Nation, etc.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

573. By Mr. GROSS: Petition of Mrs. Mabel
Mosteller and others, Clemons, Iowa, request-
ing passage of H. R. 1227, to prohibit the
transportation in interstate commerce of
aleoholic beverage advertising in newspapers,
periodicals, etc., and its broadcasting over
radio and television; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

574. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tions adopted at a recent conference of east-
ern Wisconsin taxpayer associations held in
Oshkosh under sponsorship of the Taxpayers
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Assoclation of Oshkosh, regarding the Fed-
eral budget and highway aid; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

575. Also, resolution passed by the direc-
tors of the Racine Taxpayers Association urg-
ing that the Federal debt limit remain at
$275 billion and not be raised to $290 billion;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

576. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Buddy
Hays and others, Orlando, Fla., requesting
passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, proposed
social-security legislation known as the
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Dairymen’s Self-Help Plan

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JACK WESTLAND

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
have today introduced for appropriate
reference a bill to provide an adequate,
balanced, and orderly flow of dairy prod-
ucts in domestic and foreign commerce;
to stabilize production and the farm
price of milk and dairy products; to im=-
pose a stabilization fee on the market-
ing of milk and butterfat; to provide
adequate administration; and for other
purposes (H. R. 8493).

I desire to address myself briefly in
support of this proposed legislation.

My bill is identical with one that was
introduced on March 18 before the Sen-
ate of this Congress by the distinguished
senior Senator from the State of South
Dakota, Mr. MUNDT.

It is known as the self-help proposal
of the National Milk Producers Federa-
tion and was explained last week in
hearings before the agriculture commit-
tees of this House and Senate by Russell
S. Waltz, president of the National
Milk Producers Federation. In his testi-
mony he made it clear that this is a
proposal whereby the more than 2,000,-
000 farmers who make all or part of
their income producing milk submit a
program under which they will manage,
control, and administer their own pro-
duction stabilization and price-support
operation and finance any costs through
self-imposed assessments upon their
milk or butterfat earnings.

Such an objective requires this Con-
gress to consider carefully this proposed
legislation. If we can assist as major a
segment of the Nation’s agriculture as
the dairy farmer—he represents the
largest single segment of farming and
20 percent of the total farm income—
in getting a self-help program, we will
have taken the Government out of the
dairy business, a most desired objective.

This bill provides for a 15-member
Dairy Stabilization Board to be ap-
pointed by the President of the United
States from a list of 45 candidates elected
by ballot from among the Nation’s dairy
farmers, The Board would be represent-

ative of 15 districts to reflect the pattern
and interests of dairy production.

The Board, using statistics presently
available, would have the power to set a
minimum level for farm prices for a com-
ing marketing year and maintain it
through self-imposed assessments from
the farmer's own milk or butterfat re-
turns. In its support operation, the
Board would have the power to purchase
such supplies of processed dairy products
as are necessary to maintain the farm
price level. It would have no power to
interfere with the operation of a free
market nor set prices at retail levels and
would be required to dispose of any hold-
ings in such a manner as not to upset
normal marketing.

‘We have ample precedent for such leg-
islation in existing milk marketing orders
and other commodity marketing agree-
ments, both National and State., There
is no power intended for the Dairy Stabi-
lization Board under this bill that is not
already being used by the Commodity
Credit Corporation in its support opera-
tions. But it is intended that this Board,
because of its close contact with the in-
dustry, would be more flexible in its
utilization operations. For example, it
could dispose of overproduetion overseas
without all the formalities that now seem
insurmountable in the present CCC oper-
ation. The ability to dispose of stocks
would be a great encouragement to the
industry to maintain proper inventories,
something which is not now true under
the CCC operation in which we have the
Government carrying the entire dairy
inventory of the Nation.

The Board, under this bill, would have
the power to push the sale of dairy prod=-
ucts by advertising, marketing research,
and education through the use of any
funds not needed for price support
operation,

Government entry into this operation
would be only at such times as the Gov=
ernment was responsible for dairy im-
ports or increased production due to use
of acres diverted to dairy production as
a result of support operations upon other
commodities. Dairy products created
as a result of either of these conditions
would have to be purchased by the CCC.

Under the provisions of this bill the
capital necessary to launch this self-
help programr would be obtained by au=-
thority to borrow up to $500 million from
the CCC or private investors. This
money would be a loan and would be re-

payable at interest rates comparable to
going rates for Government funds at the
time of the borrowing. Assessments
would be set at levels necessary to dis-
charge the capital and interest obliga=-
tions incurred by the Board.

I want to point out that there is plenty
of precedent for such a financial trans-
action between the farmers and their
Government and that the record of
farmer repayment of such obligations is
excellent. I cite the cases of the Pro-
duction Credit Associations, the Rural
Electric Cooperatives, the Bank for Co-
operatives as a few examples. The
farmers’ record in the field of private
credit is equally good. Rural banks have
existed for years on long-and short-term
farmer paper and many of our largest
finaneial institutions are heavy investors
in agriculture because of the excellent
credit risk represented.

In conclusion, I desire to emphasize
again that this bill represents a move on
the part of our largest segment of agri-
culture to obtain, finance, and direct its
own price support and production stabi-
lization program. This is an objective
within the American concept of free
enterprise and individual determination
of economic welfare.

The American Taxpayer Has Made Great
Sacrifices in Aiding Foreign Nations

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. BRADY GENTRY

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. GENTRY. Mr, Speaker, the
people of the United States, numbering
less than T percent of the world’s popu-
lation, have been carrying the burden
of supporting most of the world. In the
8 years since 1945, Congress has given
outright to other nations more than it
cost to operate our country in the 143-
year period from 1775 to November 11,
1918, the close of World War I.

This period, covering all but 35 years
of our Nation’s history, included the
administrations of 28 of our 34 Presi-
dents. It started with Washington, the
Father of our Country, and ended with
Woodrow Wilson, one of our greatest
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Presidents. It covered the 'period in
which six of our Nation’s wars were
fought.

Even though most of the nations re-
ceiving our generous help now have the
greatest production in their history and
some have more favorable debt struc-
tures than our own; even though prac-
tically all of them now enjoy a high
standard of living and are fully able to
pay their own way, we are told that, if
we relax even for a moment in continu-
ing the burden of giving them these vast
sums, they likely will go Communist and
be enemies instead of friends.

In considering these unprecedented
sacrifices on the part of our Nation
toward other nations, what are some
of the happenings and circumstances in
the world today which'seem to show that
our country must indeed be considered
by our statesmen to be not only in a very
difficult situation but in an almost help-
less one, else we simply would not be
doing as we are, neither would we permit
what other nations are doing.

For years, we constantly denounced
Spain as a bitter enemy. Franco was
represented by our statesmen as a Fascist
dictator who should be liquidated. We
had Spain outlawed by the society of na-
tions. Franco is still on the job, he has
retracted nothing and he has not
changed. But, we have changed. We
have completely reversed our position.
We now embrace Franco. We go fur-
ther and represent him as eminently
worthy and respectable to the very same
nations we asked to outlaw him a few
years ago. We have become his partner
and protector. We are now supporting
him and his government.

The cost to the American people of this
about-face is an initial $800 million, $400
million in the construction of bases in
Spain and $400 million for Franco. The
bases are to remain Spanish property
and we “hope” to use them if there is
war, although the Government has an-
nounced that we now do not have per-
mission to use them in the event of an
emergency. Naturally, we have acquired
another permanent dependent. If we do
not continue to shell out more money
every time Franco demands it, he will
simply tell us to get out and go home.
That seems to be our same situation
everywhere.

A few years ago, India, a poor, back-
ward land of 400 million people was a
British possession. By the completely
peaceful means of passive resistance and
favorable world opinion, she secured her
independence but only after her division,
by reason of religious differences, into
the two countries of India and Pakistan.
These two divisions since have constant-
1y quarreled and only military weakness
has kept them from fighting. Pakistan,
which itself is actually composed of two
bodies of land 1,000 miles apart, one of
which adjoins India on the west and the
other on the northeast, has now accepted
the urgings of the United States to be-
come a modern military power at the ex=
pense of the American taxpayer. Be-
cause of India’s and Pakistan’s present
strong differences, India bitterly ob-
jected to this action of America for rea-
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sons obviously clear. So, what hap-
pened? The United States countered
that while she was going to arm Paki-
stan, she was willing also to make a mili-
tary power of India, naturally also at the
expense of the American taxpayer. All
the United States needed was India's
consent,

Such a solution would have given two
formerly peaceful countries the destruc-
tive armaments with which to get at
each others throats as well as to pick
partners in the world lineup. Naturally,
too, arming fwo countries aggregating
400 million people with the most expen-
sive warmaking equipment ever known
would have added untold billions of dol-
lars to our tax burdens. Fortunately or
unfortunately, Nehru of India declined
the great sums of American money he
could have had simply for the taking.
He was not ready to substitute the spin-
ning wheel for American hydrogen
bombs and fortress tanks. He ruefully
added, however, that America’s making
a military power of Pakistan would con-
sign the people of India to high taxes
for generations, an admission that he
would try to arm his own people.

Turkey’s President recently visited the
United States. What for? He minced
no words. Asked by reporters on his
arrival his purpose in coming, he stated
he wanted more American money and
had come to see the President about it.

It was reported recently, and not
denied, that our Ambassador to Italy, in
a personal meeting with our President,
advised him that if we do not now in-
crease the several hundred million dol-
lars we have been giving Italy each year,
that country is likely to go Communist.
Even after all our sacrifices for Italy
during the last 9 years, more than one-
half of the Italian people voted anti-
American in the last election a few
months ago.

‘We have finally just succeeded in get-
ting Japan to permit us to rearm her,
contrary to a constitution we made her
sign less than 8 years ago that out-
lawed all armed forces for her forever.
The people of our couniry are to pay
the bill for again making Japan a mod-
ern military power. That is not all
The United States has also obligated
herself to extend economic aid to Japan
while she is restoring her military might.
It will take many billions.

Haile Selassie, of Ethiopia, is to visit
the President in May. It is said that
an alliance which obligates us to make
a military power of the shoeless, nomadic
tribes of Ethiopia will result, While the
cost to America will come high, it can
be done—if the money holds out.

At the inter-American meeting in Ca-
racas recently, Mr. Dulles secured the
adoption of a resolution condemning
Communist governments in the Amer-
icas. The consideration for its adop-
tion was the promise by Mr. Dulles to
call another meeting in Washington at
which the sole subject would be the fi-
nancial and economic problems of our
American neighbors., The countries of
Central and South America protest
openly that European and Asian coun=
tries have been treated better than they
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have and that they want this disparity
corrected. Based on the recent past, it
will be corrected to the detriment of the
American taxpayer.

It has been reported in recent weeks,
and generally taken for granted, that the
United States has been ready for some
time to pay the bill to get Iran to come
to an agreement with Britain regarding
Iranian oil and also to pay Egypt the
sum necessary to secure that country’s
agreement with Britain for continued
occupancy of the Suez Canal by Britain.
Both bills will come high.

Congress passed a law some time ago
that countries which sold Russia or
China strategic goods could not receive
further United States aid unless the
President, regardless of such action,
found it to our interest to do so. Nor-
way, Denmark, France, and Italy have
since been selling Russia strategic goods.
The President has just found, however,
that it is to our interest to continue them
on our gift list, which, of course, is being
done. It is interesting in this connec-
tion that all four of these countries now
have their greatest production in his-
tory. Norway and Denmark are par-
ticularly prosperous countries with a
high standard of living. Both of these
countries have cut their public debt
more than 30 percent since 1946. Our
public debt has increased. Just why we
should be giving money to countries fi-
nancially able to do anything for them-
selves which is in their own interest, I
am unable to answer.

Not long ago, Israel was cut off our
gift list for a claimed infraction of the
rules. Restored after a few days, it was
later announced that aid to her would
be stepped up considerably for the year.
Last year, the United States gave Israel
an amount equal to $180 for each Israeli
family. A lot of American families
could use a gift of $180 each year, but,
they are giving, not getting.

The gracious Queen Mother of Eng-
land is coming to America soon. Is this
supposed to revive any flagging spirits
among our taxpayers who might tire of
continued handouts to Britain to foot
the bill for her plunge into the excesses
of socialism?

Our Armed Forces are now occupying
51 foreign countries. There are only a
few others of any consequence in the
world. At the same time, there are more
than 80 nations receiving aid from us
regularly.

Then, there is what is called the off-
shore procurement program. Someone
decided that the billions being given to
foreign nations yearly was not enough.
They also determined that labor that
needed work in America should not work
but remain idle. So, it was decided that
we would have the products we were
giving foreign countries actually made
in those countries. That meant that we
would also give their labor the money
for making these products instead of
giving it to our own unemployed labor.
That is a case of having your cake and
eating it too. But, for the foreign na-
tions, not for our own country.

When the President requested last
wear that 250,000 extra foreigners be ad-
mitted to the United States, he put it
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on the grounds of international political
considerations. Just a few months be=
fore, one of the greatest controversies in
congressional history had ended with
the passage, after years of study and con-
sideration, of the McCarran-Walter Act
and with what was thought to be a set-
tlement of the immigration problem for
a time. Under such circumstances and
with unemployment staring us in the
face, what nation or group of nations,
what foreigner or group of foreigners
were so indispensable to our country and
its future that the President would, so
early after the conclusion of the his-
toric struggle over the McCarran-Walter
Act, use the tremendous influence of his
office on Congress to violate its terms
and let 250,000 extra immigrants come
here.

Some of our surplus agricultural prod-
ucts are being kept off the world mark-
ets solely because of international po-
litical considerations. As a result, they
either must be dumped, given away, or
allowed to rot, all at the taxpayer’s ex-
pense. To sell these products on world
markets might make Nepal, Monaco, or
even Luxembourg mad. So, our people
must take the loss, particularly our
farmers.

If France and the other nations of
Europe will finally carry out their long-
delayed promise of 2 years ago to ratify
EDC, there will be no need for American
armed occupancy of Europe after a few
years. If they will not ratify it, further
intervention there is money thrown
down the rathole.

Observers on the scene in Europe re-
port that one French requirement for
ratification of EDC is the outright com-
mitment that American armies must oc-
cupy Europe for 50 years. George
Washington will turn over in his grave
at that one.

So, we see that practically every na-
tion in the world today, with the excep-
tion of the 6 or 7 Communist countries,
are constantly standing with hat in
hand at our Treasury door waiting for
any tax money that comes in. Nothing
like it has been seen before in the his-
tory of the world.

The policy that results in our present
international situation was adopted a
good many years ago. Everybody de-
plores what we have come to but those
who inherited the problem last year
seem not to have found an acceptable
substitute. Although difficult to under-
stand, it seems taken for granted that
the United States must rebuy yearly the
friendship of each of the world’s nations,
else any nation left out, regardless of
our long-time friendship and aid, will
likely adopt communism and join Rus-
sia, a country in no position to do any-
thing for anybody. Regardless of our
own financial position, we are told by
Mr. Stassen, our international paymas-
ter, that our people must look forward
to carrying this burden on a permanent
basis. Only recently he announced that
we must begin giving far more aid to the
countries of the Far East

How did our country get into such a
horrible situation? Are we so helpless
that we must be hijacked by everybody?
Must we make a permanent mendicant
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of every other nation in the world? Is
there nothing left for us but to exhaust
our remaining resources in being a sugar
daddy to the rest of the world?

Can it be possible that we, as a nation,
are in the position of the plunger who,
long after better judgment and prudence
dictate more careful consideration of his
course of action, continues throwing good
money after bad? If things are as pic-
tured, it emphasizes the extreme urgency
for a just and honorable peace through-
out the world. Since all of us know that
our situation is not good, is there some-
thing each of us can do that might help
our country in its present predicament?
There must be and I think there is.

Mr. Dulles recently met with the for-
eign ministers of France, England, and
Russia. Another meeting is scheduled
soon for Geneva. Most people are say-
ing we can never reach an agreement
with the Russians. The Russian system
of government is bad but it is the same
system it was during the years following
1933 when we were friendly with the
Russians and when our Presidents were
prone to speak of Stalin almost in terms
of affection. Some of our statesmen
were then according Russia distinction
by referring to her as a democracy. We
know nothing about Russia today that
we did not know then. We know, too,
that we now have the closest bonds of
friendship with two of the most ruthless
dictators known to history. One is a
Communist—Tito—and the other is a
Fascist—Franco. We don't seem to be
choosing even our closest friends with
any especial care. Under these circum-
stances, and with the knowledge of the
total devastation that warfare today
would bring to our country, is not the
idea held by many people that we should
not even confer with Russia in the
search for peace completely unrealistic?

We must remember that if we can
never reach an agreement, only two
courses of action are left to us. Oneis a
resort to war, now. The other is a con-
tinuation of the present back-breaking
burden of carrying the whole world on
our shoulders for an indefinite period of
time—and then war.

Must our people be expected, with
their tax moneys and their resources, to
support the whole world, forever?
‘While we must be strong militarily, must
our people be required to maintain for-
ever the greatest and most costly mili-
tary system the world has ever known?
Must they also carry, forever, the tre-
mendous financial burden now occa-
sioned by occupancy of 51 foreign coun-
tries by our Armed Forces? It would
seem that they must, unless we compose
the differences that now divide the world.
Quite literally, then, the facts and cir-
cumstances suggest the course of con-
ciliation and agreement, rather than of
war.

In the interest of all mankind, every
American citizen should determinedly
support everything that is being done to-
day in trying to settle our differences
by conciliation and bring amity and con-
cord to a disordered world. Only in that
way can the clouds of war be lifted and
our people be given an era of peace,
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-Bill To Amend Section 1239 of the
Internal Revenue Code

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I have today introduced a bill which
seeks to amend section 1239 of the bill
to revise the Internal Revenue Code,
H. R. 8300, which passed the House last
Friday.

The purpose of introducing the bill is
to call attention to a problem which may
be accentuated as a result of the new de-
clining balance depreciation methods
provided for in H. R. 8300. I am not en-
tirely certain that the wording of my
proposed amendment would accomplish
the purpose sought, or, indeed, that the
problem would actually prove to be ac-
centuated. However, the matter is seri-
ous enough, in my opinion, to call it to
the attention of the Members of the
House and of the other body and of the
publie. g

Quick amortization on capital equip-
ment has been permitted companies for
the purpose of encouraging those com-
panies to prepare for the defense pro-
gram. Likewise more liberal laws for
amortization have been suggested in
H. R. 8300 in order to encourage com-
panies to scrap outmoded machinery and
replace it with modern equipment.

However, in the past we have found
that certain enterprising persons have
bought up companies with capital as-
sets set up on a favorable amortization
base, not for the purpose of carrying on
production with these facilities or, in-
deed, to keep them available for standby
in the event of defense need, but rather
to liquidate and sell these assets to gain
the advantage of the favorable capital-
gains tax rate over the standard income-
tax rate.

The gentleman from Rhode Island
[Mr. Foranpl among others raised this
problem in executive session of the Ways
and Means Committee, At the time I
was concerned about the problem, but I
was also concerned about, first, not in-
terfering with the proper functioning of
liberalized amortization which I thought
was so necessary to the soundness of our
economy; second, not interfering with
the normal business of selling the assets
of companies going out of business for
proper reasons. There are many fine
citizens and corporations in the business
of liquidating and selling the assets of
companies going out of business. This
is a specialized field and a very honor-
able field of economic endeavor serving a
real economic purpose,

However, I am anxious to protect
against any encouragement to entrepre-
neurs to go in and buy a going concern
simply to ligquidate it because a gain
might be made through the differential
between the normal income-tax rate and
the rate for long-term ecapital gain,
This, of course, is economically bad.
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I do not conclude that either this will
happen or that H. R. 8300, as presently
written, will encourage it. However, the
Ways and Means Committee report ac-
companying H. R. 8300 does not reflect
the possibility of this situation and I be-
lieve special attention should be directed
to this possibility. Again I state that I
am by no means certain that the bill I
have introduced will either do the job or,
indeed, will not create more problems
than it will correct.

Still Asking for Economy

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS
o

HON. CLARE E. HOFFMAN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, on March 18 our colleague from
New York, doing a little laundry work
for the Brownson Subcommittee on Gov=
ernment Operations, referred to a state-
ment made by me in which comment was
made on the activities of that subcom-
mittee in connection with its recent trip
abroad. In my statement, which is
found in the ConNGRrREssIONAL RECORD of
March 16, pages 3351-3352, and a part
of which is reprinted by our colleague
from New York, I correctly stated that
the cost of the trip was reported as
$1,311.75, which figure was taken from
the records in the office of the Commit-
tee on House Administration. Three
committee members, two members of the
staff, went on the trip, which for all but
one took 2434 days, and if the number of
days is multiplied by $9, the per diem
allowance, we get the figure of $1,311.75,
which obviously is not the cost of the
trip.

There is no accurate way of figuring
the transportation cost for the members
of the committee and its staff, unless the
total cost of the operation of the plane
is divided by the number who made the
trip and proper allowance made for plane
maintenance and its operation by the
crew. Had the committee traveled by
commercial plane, which I knew it did
not, the cost would have been in a DC-4,
$51,514.75; if in a DC-6, $79,301.75; if by
commercial plane, $8,999 plus cost of
lodgings and meals away from the plane.

A very convenient and customary way
for an executive department or a leg-
islative committee to conceal the actual
cost of any trip is to not figure in an ac-
count all items of cost. Three Republi-
can members of the subcommittee, two
members of the staff, according to the
vouchers, went on this trip. Belton O.
Bryan, aide of the State Department,
also went on the trip. How many others
traveled on the plane, I have no way of
knowing; how many Government em-
ployees spent their time in waiting on
and advising with committee members
and members of the staff, I do not know
nor do I care. I do know, however, that
it costs the taxpayers dollars for trips of
this nature and I do know that according
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to their own statements on vouchers, the
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BROWNsSON]
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
MEeaDpeR], also a member of the commit-
tee, have now spent 6634 days in travel
abroad.

Presumably they think the trips and
the services they have rendered to the
Government well worth the money;
otherwise they would not have gone.

Apparently they also think that they
can render other worthwhile services for
that subcommittee though it has already
had $66,000, of which it has, as of Janu-
ary 1, 1954, spent $46,223.22, and as of
that date had on hand $19,776.78; is still
asking for an additional $52,000 to
finance it during the next 9 months.

It might also be suggested that this
subcommittee is not investigating ex-
ecutive departments of a Democratic ad-
ministration. It has been and it is in-
vestigating the executive departments
which are a part of, and which are con-
trolled by, the Eisenhower Republican
administration. My thought always
has been and still is that by and large a
suggestion to the Republicans in high
command might possibly bring about any
needed reform and that it was only
where an obvious wrong practice, an
obvious violation of the law, or of a de-
partment rule or regulation was to the
harm of the people being ignored that
it became necessary for congressional
committees to correct either apparent or
partially concealed faults by the execu-
tive agencies of its own political faith.

While we are voting to deny the low=
income tax groups an exemption of more
than $600 and I voted against increas-
ing the exemption because I think every-
one should participate in the payment
of taxes, we can, at least I think we can,
reduce the tax rate and approach a bal-
ancing of the budget by curtailing need-
less, even though they be pleasurable,
expenditures by the legislative as well
as the executive departments. I do
think that my distinguished colleagues,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Brownson] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. MeabER], are so intelli-
gent, so industrious, and so capable that
it should not be necessary for them to
spend more than 6634 days in travel
abroad at the taxpayers’ expense in order
to learn what kind of international oper-
ations we should take in order to best
serve the interest of our people. How=-
ever, that is a matter for their judgment,
for their discretion.

All T am doing is to suggest to my
Republican colleagues that we do not too
greatly overdo the New Deal’s spending.

The Southwestern Power Administration

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 18, 1954, the Department of the
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Interior issued a directive which would
eliminate the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration as an administrative agency
operating in the field.

The SPA was set up many years ago to
administer the supply of the wholesale
power needs of municipalities and rural
electric cooperatives ir: the area compris-
ing the States of Arkansas, Kansas,
Louisiana, Missouri, Oklahoma, and
Texas. This crippling action of the De-
partment of the Interior came as a sur-
prising and shocking blow to the people
residing in this large and populous area
of the Southwestern United States. The
directive was allegedly based on the re-
port of a so-called survey team. Who
were the members of this team, and
where did they come from? I do not
exactly know who they were or where
they came from, but I do know who they
were not and where they did not come
from. Not one single solitary individual
from the area affected by the drastic di-
rective served on the so-called survey
team.

The Southwestern Power Administra-
tion was on trial in connection with the
purported studies made by the team.
Yes, as it turned out, its very life could
be at stake, yet, Mr. Speaker, no one
from the area served on the team. This
action is not consistent with our notions
of an open and public trial before a jury
of our peers.

The SPA is certainly in a moribund
state, but it can still be revitalized and
made to live again its tremendously use-
ful life in the past. The Advisory Com-
mittee on Power for the Southwest
pointed out the way at a meeting in
Jefferson City, Mo., on February 27, 1954.
The advisory committee adopted a reso-
lution recommending that a further
study be made of the power supply prob-
lems and power needs throughout the
area, but only after full consultation
with the congressional representatives,
the REA Administrator, the municipal-
ities and rural electric cooperatives in
the States affected. And an appeal has
been made by the committee to the Pres-
ident of the United States by letter dated
March 3, 1954, to bring about such a
fair-play treatment according to our
democratic processes of government,
I urge this course of action and suggest
that nothing short of it will truly solve
this serious problem.

The resolution of the committee and
the letter to the President follow:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR DIRECTIVE,

IssuEp FEBRUARY 18, 1954

*“Whereas the United States Department
of the Interlor issued a directive February
18, 1954, eliminating the Southwestern Power
Administration as an administrative agency
operating in the field; and

“Whereas the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration has been a key contracting
party in supplying wholesale power needs of
municipals and rural electric cooperatives
throughout a six-State area comprising
Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Okla-
homa, and Texas: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Advisory Committee
on Power for the Southwest, duly assembled
in Jefferson City, Mo., this 27th day of Feb-
ruary 1954, finds the directive not in the
best interests of municipals and rural elec-
tric cooperatives; be it further

“Resolved, That the committee recoms-
mends further study be made of the power
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supply problems and power needs through-
out the area and that such a study include
full consultation with congressional repre-
sentatives in the States affected; the REA
Administrator, municipals and rural electric
cooperatives before any final actlons are
taken.”

Certified to by: . .
3 U. J. GaraN, Chairman.
Juriuvs HeLm, Secretary.

M1sSOURI STATE RURAL
ELECTRIFICATION ASSOCIATION,
Jefferson City, Mo., March 3, 1954.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. PresmENT: Enclosed herewith is
copy of resolution relating to a directive is-
sued by the Department of the Interior, Feb-
ruary 18, 1954, which I believe is self-explan-
atory.

We hope the resolution is interpreted in
the spirit in which it was written, 1. e, a
spirit of friendly and constructive sugges-
tions.

After long and conscientious deliberations,
the Advisory Committee on Power for the
Southwest, which comprises 60 representa-
tives from municipal and rural electric co-
operatives in the 6 States affected, concluded
that the directive was not in the best inter-
ests of the Government, private utility com-
panies, municipals, and the rural electric co-
operatives. Furthermore, the committee
concluded that the criteria allegedly used as
the basis in formulating the directive—
namely, a report of a survey team—was a vio-
lation of fair play and our democratic proc-
esses of government. As expressed in the last
paragraph of the resolution, the committee
feels that it is only fair and American that
the people who are most affected be fully
consulted before the directive is made effec-
tive.

It is an incontrovertible fact that not one
individual from the area affected served on
the survey team that made the report, which
apparently was the basis for the February 18
directive. Furthermore, the committee has
no record of the survey team report being
made available to anyone connected with the
municipals or rural electric cooperatives in
the area affected, or the Rural Electrification
Administration, for comment and interpre-
tation prior to its release.

We don't believe the recommendations
contained in the enclosed resolution to be
unfair or unreasonable. We hope they will
receive your earnest consideration.

With highest esteem.

Yours respectfully,
JuLios HELM,
Secretary, Committee on Power for
the Southwest.

Salary Increases for Postal Employees

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. WILLIAM A. BARRETT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Ap-
pendix, herewith my statement to the
House Commititee on Post Office and
Civil Service advocating an $800 salary
increase for postal employees:

Mr. Chairman, as an Indication of my sup-
port of an $800 salary increase for postal em-
ployees, I introduced a companion bill (H. B.
7431) to Congressman WriTarow’s H. R. 2344,
My introducing H. R. 7431 was the result of
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conferences with numerous representatives
of various postal groups as well as my dis-
cussions with hundreds of individual postal
employees. I am firmly convinced that the
postal employees are entitled to a flat $800
annual salary increase and I know that this
figure was not picked at random. It was
recommended after a careful survey of the
salary scales of Post Office. employees as
compared with private industry throughout
the past 15 years., The most important fac-
tor of course was the tremendous increase in
the cost of living during the period from
1939 to 1954. A comprehensive comparison
of average weekly earnings of production
workers in manufacturing industries during
this period has already been presented to
this committee by the National Federation
of Post Office Clerks and others.

Actually it is difficult to compare the salary
of postal employees with other production
employees, as the former, after several years
of training, acquire skills which are unique
to the postal service and do not lend well to
mechanization. Speedy delivery of letters
and packages is dependent largely upon the
trained eye and memorized schemes of the
postal employee. The specialized knowledge
of a postal employee is salable only to the
Post Office Department. If after contrib-
uting 5, 10, or more years of his life to the
postal service an employee is unable to pro-
vide adequately for his family, he cannot
seek other employment on the basis of pre-
vious experience. Consequently most postal
employees merely “sweat it out” and supple-
ment their meager incomes with outside em-
ployment that taxes their physical energy
and mental alertness. It should not be nec-
essary for postal employees to engage in
other employment, and it would not be nec-
essary for them to do so if the Congress
authorized pay increases to adequately com-
pensate these Federal employees who have
served us so well and faithfully over the
years.

From 1945 to 1951 mail volume Increased
27.7 percent, while personnel increased only
14.3 percent. This, of course, reflects a great
increase in individual productivity. It can-
not be denied that the postal employee is
entitled to share in the benefits of increased
production and a salary based on the Ameri-
can way of life. Throughout history the
postal employees have shown their faith in
our Government's recognition of services
rendered well and above the call of duty. It
is admirable that they have maintained this
faith, and I sincerely hope that the 83d Con-
gress will not let them down.

If we are going to build up and maintain
& postal service that provides an incentive
for the best qualified and most productive
employees to make it their life's work, we
must maintain pay at reasonable levels. For
that reason, and to alleviate the hardships
that so many postal employees are facing
with rising prices in recent years, I am
strongly in favor of this committee's report-
ing to the House of Representatives without
further delay a bill providing for an 8800 an-
nual salary increase for postal employees.

The Army Engineers Are in the Business
of Confiscating Private Property

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. USHER L. BURDICK

OF NORTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954
Mr. BURDICK. Mr., Speaker, when

many homeowners in the area of the
Garrison Reservoir were ordered off their
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property and the price for it fixed by the
Army engineers or by juries, the ques-
tion of the improvements, like buildings,
was left entirely to the whim and caprice
of the Army engineers.

The proposition was made to the own-
ers that they could buy back the im-
provements  at the price fixed by the
Engineers, and the owners accepted.
When the actual agreements were pre-
sented to these owners they found that
they had to get their buildings off the
land by December 31, 1953, a time in the
winter months when the weather is
inclement. House movers would not
undertake the job of moving in this se-
vere weather, and as a result the former
owners could not move their buildings
to meet the demands of the Engineers.

The United States attorneys were in-
strueted to bring action of dispossession
against these owners, with the further
demand that as a penalty for not moving
on time, the buildings would be confis-
cated by the Government. Cases of this
character are now pending in the United
States district court in North Dakota.

This office has done everything pos-
sible to reason with these autocrats and
get them to extend the time until spring
came so that the owners would not lose
their property. The United States dis-
trict court was agreeable to the delay if
the Engineers would consent. But, no
sir, no consent to extend the time could
be obtained, and the attorneys have been
ordered to proceed.

The result will be that a few old dwell-
ings will be confiscated by the Govern-
ment, which will mean nothing in money
to it, and the former owners will lose
that which will enable them to live. Not
a single owner refused to move, and
would have moved on time if the weather
conditions had permitted them to do so.

There is nothing involved in the own-
ers not moving on time so far as the
reservoir is concerned, because the area
will not be flooded for another year; and
by June 1, 1954, all of the buildings could
have been removed and the property
saved to those who direly need the build-
ings. To make matters worse still, the
owners had to buy new locations, and did
s0, on which to set these buildings, but it
was an impossibility for them to move in
time to meet the demands of the Army
engineers.

The secret police of Russia, the Elite
'Guard under Hitler, and the Nazi Black-
shirts of Italy never imposed more harsh
conditions on owners anywhere, nor were
more ruthless in their destruction.

The guestion arises, Who gave the
Army engineers authority to make the
owners move in the wintertime? Who
gave them authority to go ahead and
wantonly destroy property that belongs
to good loyal American citizens? The
answer is that the Army engineers gave
themselves this authority. This pro-
cedure is a dastardly act against defense-
less people. Is there not a single Army
engineer in the United States who is &
loyal American citizen with humanity
enough in him to do justice to his own
fellow citizens? There may be some, but
my contacts with them force me to the
conclusion that there are none—at least
none in authority.
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The United States Government is
ready to fly to the relief of people in any
other country, but here at home we prac-
tice that which we condemn in others.
What will real Americans think of this
procedure to confiscate the property of
citizens of this country who cannot com-
ply with the rigid, unnecessary, and in-
human orders of the autocrats of the
Army engineers? Have we turned over
to these czars the power of government?

Under their equitable jurisdiction the
courts could prevent this complete con-
fiscation. But the question is, Will they
do it?

By legislation, Congress could remove
the Army engineers from all civil fune-
tions, as suggested by the Hoover Com-
mittee, But the question is, Will Con-
gress do it, or will it permit these auto-
crats to proceed precisely as Nazis and
Soviets have proceeded in their coun-
tries? There is more at stake than the
value of these little humble dwellings.
The larger question is whether or not the
Declaration of Independence, the Con-
stitution, and the Bill of Rights mean
anything? A still further question is
whether these men with the brass hats
can, of their own motion, direct the af-
fairs of this Government?

Forty-second Birthday of Girl Scouts of
the United States of America

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF
HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, there is
nothing more inspiring than to look into
the faces of a group of girls who are
bound together as members of the Girl
Scouts of America. A Girl Scout’s out-
look upon life has all the zest for adven-
ture, for discovery, for future ambitions,
and carries with it a deep-rooted love of
home, community, and country.

Girl Scout Week was celebrated March
7-13, and March 12 marked the 42d
birthday of the organization.

I wish to pay tribute, not only to the
Girl Scouts of my congressional district,
but to all Girl Scouts and those adults
who guide and direct in this organiza-
tion.

In the first decade of this ecentury,
Lord Baden-Powell, the founder of Boy
Scouting, his sister, Miss Agnes Baden-
Powell, and others, launched the Girl
Guide movement in England. It was a
program based on Scouting ideals but
developed especially for girls.

During the years in which the Boy
Scout movements developed in England,
Mrs. Juliette Gordon Low, of Savannah,
Ga., was living in England. She became
deeply interested in the Scout and Girl
Guide movements. From England,
Juliette Low carried Girl Guiding to the
United States, where she adapted the
program and organization to meet the
needs of American girls. On March 12,
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1912, she established the first troop of
Girl Scouts in the United States. In
June 1913 the first national headquarters
of the Girl Scouts was opened. In June
1915 the Girl Scout organization was
incorporated.

The story of Girl Scouting is an execit-
ing one. No one could foresee in 1912
what would ke the future of the little
movement started in Savannah, Ga.
But those who saw its aim could visualize
the development of an individual into
an efficient, happy, healthy, and re-
sourceful citizen.

The constitution of the Girl Scouts of
the United States of America states the
purpose and function of the organization
like this:

Purpose: The purpose of this organization
is to help girls realize the ideals of woman-
hood as a preparation for their responsibill-
ties in the home and as active citizens in the
community and in the world.

Program: The program of the Girl Scout
movement is open to all girls. It shall be
built on educational lines, giving girls an
experience in making and carrying out plans
based on broad fields of interest. It shall
encourage a love of outdoor life and a prac=
tical knowledge of health. The Girl Scout
program shall aim, through comradeship, to
develop initiative, self-control, self-reliance,
and unselfish service to others.

The art of living together with other
human beings is everybody’s job and one
which the Girl Scouts of America does
not take lightly. Scouting is an experi-
ence in living together, and every Girl
Scout troop is a living human relations
laboratory.

The right to differ with others has
been a precious American heritage.
However, before young people can grasp
the concept of difference—they must un-
derstand how people are alike. It is the
intent of the Girl Scout program to make
each experience rich and meaningful for
each individual Scout; giving her a sense
of greater emotional security within her-
self and to help her develop a sense of
oneness and unity with a group. Girl
Scouts think about their relationship to
others. The essentials of living happily
and creatively together are important
goals in the Scouting program. How-
ever, these goals are never emphasized
at the sacrifice of an individual.

The late Thomas Wolfe once wrote that
we are the sum of all the moments of
our lives. That is a concise way of say-
ing that all the experiences of our lives
play a role in developing us—our com-
panions, our training, the discipline we
have known, the habits we have ac-
quired. We are the sum of all those
moments.

Let us think for a second—what will

the youth of today be like 20 years from
now? Will they be well balanced, self-
reliant men and women? Or will they
be unable to cope with the problems of
adult living?

Dr. Edward A. Strecker, psychiatrist,
who served as a consultant to the Sur-
geons General of the Army and Navy
during World War II, maintains that the
pattern of mental health is set early in
childhood. The answer to 90 percent of
mental trouble is immaturity, he says.

It is, indeed, encouraging to know that
the program of the Girl Scouts of Amer-
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ica is surely and successfully contribut-
ing to the sound growth of youth today.
The Girl Scout movement, however, does
not believe it should serve as a substitute
for other natural agencies of a girl’s
training—such as home, church, and
school.

Scouting is sponsored by the commu-
nity. Its sponsoring bodies are commu-
nity organizations. Its administrative
councils, its sustaining committees, and
its consultants, as well as its troop lead-
ers, are all composed of representative
citizens of the community. In turn Girl
Scouts serve the community, Scouting
exists by and for the community.

Girl Scouting offers our youth a chance
to lead a fourfold life, where love, play,
work, and worship are equally developed.
The Girl Scout program represents g
stake in the future of America. The fu-
ture of America is dependent upon hap-
py, well-adjusted, and self-reliant adults.

e ———————

Say It Isn’t So—Depression, Soviet Union

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. BENDER. Mr, Speaker, “It can’t
be,” said Karl Marx. “It will never be,”
said Lenin. “It is inconceivable,” said
Joe Stalin “We did not invent it,” says
Georgi Malenkov. But apparently it ex«
ists in the Soviet world exactly as we
have experienced it in the Western
World. The big “it” is the economic
crisis known as depression.

Word out of Russia indicates a crisis in
food production with a proposal to con-
script farm labor. In China some 200
million folks are admittedly hungry.
Czechoslovak resistance to Soviet tyr-
anny is growing, and farmers are oppos=
ing the communization of their farms.
Hungary is being tapped of its farm pro-
duce to help feed Russia. Similar prob-
lems are present in marginal farm pro-
ducing countries like Albania, Bulgaria,
Rumania, and Poland.

For some reason the Russians are dis-
covering economic problems arise when
crops are bad, when the weather is poor,
when people grow tired of working with-
out seeing the fruit of their labor, when
the proletariat realizes that its work is
somehow being diverted into nonusable
merchandise at the expense of the la-
borer, when folks just plain will not work
for the tyranny known as the state,

All the economic theorizing, all the
Marxian dialectic, all the catchwords of
the revolution will not till an acre of
ground or turn out a respectable low-
priced winter overcoat. One day a sharp
realization will strike the enslaved peo-
ple behind the Iron Curtain, and they
will find it impossible to distinguish be-
tween slavery under a czar and slavery
under a commissar., When they make
this fundamental discovery, commissars
may well go the way of the czars.
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The People Report to Their Congressman

EXTENSION OF REMARES
orF

HON. CRAIG HOSMER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, fre-
quently I mail a “Report from Congress”
to the people of the 18th Congressional
Distriet of California, which I have the
honor to represent. This District is a
metropolitan area made up of the com-
munities of Long Beach, Lakewood and
Signal Hill. By this means I share with
my friends and neighbors some of the
experiences of my office and discuss im-
portant issues facing the Nation.

Last month the tables were turned by
means of a printed questionnaire and I
asked the people to “Report to their Con-
gressman” on 40 important questions of
the day. Questionnaires were mailed to
a cross section of all age, political and
economic groups. Thousands poured
back. Many with pertinent and helpful
comments on a variety of issues.

So heavy were the returns that it was
necessary to have them tabulated elec-
tronically by the IBM Co.

Most questionnaires represented the
opinion of more than one person, as
evidenced by many comments stating
answers were the joint effort of a whole
family. Others wrote that neighbor-
hood or office groups of as large as 25
helped mark the questions. In a few
cases the opinions in a household were
so heatedly divided that additional
questionnaires were requested for each
family member. It is estimated that this
poll fairly and accurately presents the
personal views of at least 30,000 indi-
vidual citizens. I place the results in
this Recorp, knowing they will prove of
real interest to other members of the
United States Congress.

The 40 questions were preceded by the
query: “In general, do you approve of
the following?” Here are the questions
and the answers:

1. Reduce foreign economic ald? Yes, T4
percent; no, 19 percent; no opinion, 7 per-
cent.

2. Continue forelgn military aid? Yes, 68
percent; no, 21 percent; no opinion, 11 per-
cent.

3. Go on leading NATO? Yes, 70 percent;
no, 12 percent; no opinion, 18 percent.

4. “World-wide atomic pool” for peaceful
developments? Yes, 57 percent; no, 32 per-
cent; no opinion, 11 percent.

5. Limited exchange of atomic-weapon
Eknowledge with allles? Yes, 656 percent; no,
27 percent; no opinion, 8 percent.

6. Base our defense on a “massive” ca-
pability to strike back? Yes, 83 percent; no,
8 percent; mno opinion, 9 percent.

7. More pay and benefits for professional
military personnel? Yes, 41 percent; no, 46
percent; no opinion, 13 percent.

8. More funds for President's Pederal em-
ployee loyalty program? Yes, 59 percent; no,
26 percent; no opinion, 15 percent.

9. Strip subversives of United Btates cltl-
zenship? Yes, 88 percent; no, 6 percent; no
opinion, 6 percent.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

10. Bold Federal action, if needed, to as-
sure steady economic growth? ¥Yes, B2 per-
cent; no, 9 percent; no opinion, 9 percent.

11. Continue cutting down Government
spending? Yes, 77 percent; no, 18 percent;
no opinion, 10 percent.

12. Increase national debt limit above 8275
billion? Y¥es, 23 percent; no, 56 percent; no
opinion, 21 percent.

13. Tax deductions for working mothers?
Yes, 71 percent; no, 19 percent; no opinion,
10 percent.

14. Less farm supports? Yes, 72 percent;
no, 19 percent; no opinion, 9 percent.

15. Federal waterpower projects where
local financing is unavailable? Yes, T7 per-
cent; no, 13 percent; no opinion, 10 per-
cent.

16. Eeep 2-cent Federal gasoline tax to
support highway aid program? Yes, 82 per-
cent; no, 12 percent; no opinion, 6 percent.

17. Increase postal rates? Yes, 47 percent;
no, 42 percent; no opinion, 11 percent.

18. Bocial Becurity coverage and
benefits? Yes, 75 percent; no, 17 percent; no
opinion, 8 percent.

19. Eeep Taft-Hartley law, with improve-
ments? Yes, 81 percent; no, 12 percent; no
opinion, 7 percent.

20. Federal funds for cancer and heart
research? Yes, 68 percent; no, 23 percent;
no opinion, 8 percent.

21, Expand Federal hospital construction
ald? Yes, 62 percent; no, 23 percent; no
opinion, 15 percent.

22, Spur private, non-profit health insur-
ance by Federal “re-insurance”? ¥Yes, 58 per=
cent; no, 23 percent; no opinion, 19 percent.

23, Pederal aid for school construction
where needed? Yes, 79 percent; mo, 15 per-
cent; no opinlon, 6 percent.

24, Give vote to 18-year-olds? Yes, 45 per-
cent; no, 47 percent; no opinion, 8 percent.

25. Use atomic weapons if Reds start new
aggression? Yes, 77 percent; no, 5 percent;
no opinion, 14 percent.

26. The Bricker amendment? Yes, 28 per-
cent; no, 43 percent; no opinion, 29 percent.

27. Replace the draft law with Universal
Military Training? Yes, 65 percent; no, 2¢
percent; no opinion, 11 percent.

28. Senator McCarTHY's investigations?
Yes, 59 percent; no, 29 percent; no opinion,
12 percent.

29. Remain in the U. N.? Yes, T8 percent;
no, 14 percent; no opinion, 8 percent.

30. Eeep Red China out of the U. N.? Yes,
B84 percent; no, 8 percent; no opinion, 8
percent.

31. Pay raise for postal employees? Yes,
56 percent; no, 26 percent; no opinion, 18
percent.

32, Pay raise for other Government em-
Ployees? Yes, 33 percent; mo, 41 percent;
no opinion, 26 percent.

33. Ike's conduct of foreign affairs? Yes,
T3 percent; no, § percent; no opinion, 18
percent.

34. Ike's handling of domestic problems?
Yes, 71 percent; no, 13 percent; no opinion,
16 percent.

35. Ike's defense policles? Yes, 75 per-
cent; no, 8 percent; no opinion, 17 percent.

36. Government economy if it results in
loss of Government jobs in our own com-
munity? Yes, 73 percent; no, 16 percent;
no opinion, 11 percent.

37. Remove restrictions on income earned
by Social Security beneficiaries? Yes, T4 per=
cent; no, 14 percent; no opinion, 12 percent.

38. Outlaw the Communist Party? Yes,
B1 percent; no, 13 percent; mo opinion, 6
percent.

89. Balance budget before further tax
cuts? Yes, 72 percent; no, 17 percent; no
opinion, 11 percent.

40. Should one Joint House-Senate Com-
mittee handle all Un-American Activity
probes? Yes, 56 percent; no, 22 percent;
no opinion, 22 percent.
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Of course, it is not expected that I
follow these poll results dogmatically
by my votes here in the House. Often
issues are presented to us in a much
different form or substance from the poll
questions, or events end conditions
sometimes may change by the time the
House votes. It would be morally inde-
fensible for me to take the popular side
of an issue if my conscience dictated
otherwise.

Nonetheless, this “Report” from the
people will be of much help to me in more
accurately representing the desires of
my constituents. The thousands of fine
citizens who have cooperated by taking
the time and trouble to mark their ques-
tionnaires have my very real gratitude.

South America-North America Versus
Europe

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER

OF OHIOD
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, the
French proverb, “To know all is to for-
give all,” is a useful and very adaptable
epigram. It often conceals causes for
distrust and occasionally smooths a
thorny diplomtic path. Certainly it
goes a long way toward explaining the
historic differences in the development
of relations between the Republics of
South and North America and the cor-
responding relationships which have de-
veloped on the European Continent.

At Caracas, Venezuela, the recent Con-
ference of the Americas emphasized the
factors uniting the Western Hemisphere
despite differences of national interest
among those present. A strong common
front against growing Communist agita-
tion was established. The consent of all
the governments affected was achieved
in terms of defense, and a feeling of
mutual good will was engendered by the
release of a Peruvian political leader
from his enforced sanctuary in the Co-
lombian Embassy at Lima after 5 years
of protection.

A conference of this kind is difficult
to find in the records of Europe. No
real effort was made to consolidate the
forces of western, central, or eastern
Europe in those years when such at-
tempts were feasible. It was only after
centuries of bitterness and war that the
statesmen of the Continent even con-
sidered such ideas as unification for
economic purposes. The system of al-
liances was as far as Europe ever de-
veloped in its diplomatic thinking.
There is much more ahead for the
Americas if we are to achieve the great
destiny apparently dawning for the
Western World. We have at least
charted new directions for this achieve-
ment.
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Public Opinion Hits High Spots

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, counfry
editors, like their city brothers, try to
keep their fingers on the pulse of the Na-
tion. Their views make news when they
are collected, digested, and published.
During the past week, a survey of a cross
section of the Nation's country editors
points to a most interesting series of
opinions.

On their list of the most important
questions before Congress, the big five
were:

First. Balance the budget.

Second. Reduce taxes after balancing
the budget.

Third. Work out a satisfactory farm
program.

Fourth. Cut Government spending
and waste.

Fifth. Strengthen the
fenses.

These conclusions point to the empha-
sis on domestic problems with a de-
emphasis upon the major issues of for=-
eign affairs. Big city editors devote a
great deal of their attention to problems
in the field of foreign aid, the European
Defense Community, NATO, the United
Nations, and our foreign policy. Signifi-
cant reaction to this difference of view-
point came in response to questions deal-
ing with the proposal to share our atomic
knowledge with our allies. Many a
country editor replied, “How can we be

Nation's de-
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sure who our allies will be tomorrow
morning?”’

Congress will take a good look at these
opinions, They are worth remembering.

Korean Free Enterprise Plan Should be
Studied

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. PAUL W. SHAFER

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Speaker, the sum
of more than $600 million, almost wholly
derived from the taxpayers of the United
States, is about to be expended for the
relief and rehabilitation of the Republic
of Korea.

I am reliably informed that except for
relief expenditures, this vast sum will be
used to consolidate the existing monopo-
listic government ownership of industry
and commerce in Korea, and that there
are no funds provided for the use and
development of private industry.

I have introduced House Concurrent
Resolution 219 which is aimed to bring
present and future Korean expenditures
into line with the basic principles of pri-
vate enterprise upon which America has
been built.

The resolution follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the House and Senate that the unex-
pended funds, together with all future funds
appropriated for rehabilitation of the na-
tional economy of the Repubuc of Korea, be
so expended as to create in sald Republic a
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national economy based upon rights of pri-
vate property and free, competitive enter-
prise; and that no further funds from said
appropriations be directly or indirectly ex-
pended, to continue the present socialized
status and the monopolistic, government
ownership of Eorean industries.

Make Our Highways Safe
EXTENSION OF REMARES

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am in«
troducing a bill to allow States to require
that out-of-State motor vehicles and the
operators of such vehicles comply with
certain minimum requirements relating
to inspections and insurance while within
their borders.

If this proposal is enacted, the Con-
gress would consent to legislation being
enacted by any State which would pe-
nalize, prohibit, or discourage operation
within its borders of any motor vehicle
owned by a person residing in another
State who has not complied with that
State’s minimum requirements as to in-
surance, inspection, and safe mainte-
nance requirements. This is to apply to
temporary operation within or through
the State. It does not affect a State’s
requirements as to residents’ licenses,
nor does it attempt to regulate interstate
commerce or license fees in connection
therewith.

It is believed this legislation would
greatly decrease traffic accidents and
provide greater safety on highways
throughout the Nation.

SENATE

TuespAy, MarcH 23, 1954

(Legislative day of Monday, March 1,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D, D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou great companion of our souls,
grant unto us, O Lord, the spirit of un=
derstanding, of discernment, and of fair
dealing, As those who here represent
the people of the Nation give their
minds and hearts to the needs of the
Commonwealth; save them from preju=-
dices, from half truths, and from all at-
titudes colored by the clamor of the
few. May their actions and decisions
be determined by the sense of divine
destiny as our Republic now plays its
part as the prepared instrument of Thy
providence in all the earth. If in the
discharge of public duty men speak well
of us, may we not be puffed up; if they
speak slightingly of us, may we not be
cast down, remembering the words of
the Master who bade us rejoice when

men speak evil of us and to tremble
when all men speak well, thus declaring
to all that we care more for the approval
of God and conscience than for the ap-
plause of men. We ask it in that Name
that is above every name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon=-
day, March 22, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

H. R. B097. An act to authorize the financ=
ing of a program of public works construce

tlon for the Distriet of Columbia, and for
other purposes; and

H.R.8300. An act to revise the internal
revenue laws of the United States.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. SaLToNsTALL, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. KNOWLAND was
excused from attendance on the session
of the Senate today, because of illness
in his family.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec=-
retary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous conzent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there may




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-20T17:37:43-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




